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1. Introduction	  
  
Problem Area 
In the year 2012, 259 rejected asylum seekers have been circulating in the Danish asylum 
centres for over 3 years due to an inability to coercive a deportation - 68 of these have been 
situated in this limbo for over 10 years. The average stay in the camps is approximately 500 
days and the average time from final rejection to actual deportation is 200 days. Still this 
varies from case to case and “finally rejected foreigners nowadays have to face the 
prospect of having to stay in the Danish centres for what could be the rest of their lives – 
Thomas Hamberg, Council of Europe Commission for Human Rights, 2007” (Bendixen, 
2011, pp. 12-17). 
  
On the ground of this limbo, facilitated by the Danish asylum legislation, the system has 
been highly criticised by higher instances such as the European council, Committee from 
European Parliament (LIBE) and United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (ibid., p. 
13). Pannayiotis Demetriou, the chairman of the LIBE delegation states; “It is clearly the 
asylum legislation that makes people sit for 10 years in the Danish asylum camps. After 10 
years you cannot send these families back, they have nothing to return to” (ibid., p. 12). 
Furthermore in May 2011 Denmark was examined by the UN High Commissioner for 
Refugees and received in total 133 points of criticism. Many of these points were 
concerning the asylum practice in Denmark: “The analysis described accommodation, 
health, education and family conditions, but also the asylum-seekersʼ thoughts about the 
risk of being returned and the resulting uncertainty and pressure” (The Danish Institute for 
Human Rights). 
 
As a response to these circumstances the Trampoline House was established. The non-
profit user-driven house was developed by the ADT (The Asylum Dialogue Tank, freely 
translated), which initially consisted of a series of workshops with the aim of recognising the 
voice of the asylum seekers and their criticism towards the asylum system. The objective 
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was to generate new creative solutions, in a close cooperation with the asylum seekers. For 
this reason it was decided to organise and establish an independent publication for asylum 
seekers (this was later named visAvis), and an independent cultural house, which would 
serve as an alternative platform for a so called interplay “where the asylum seekers, 
undocumented immigrants and Danish citizens could meet, exchange experiences and also 
to use and learn from each other” (The Trampoline House, 2010, freely translated). 
Furthermore the intention was to provide “the asylum seekers and undocumented 
immigrants the possibility and tools to improve their social and juridical situation and to raise 
public awareness of their circumstances and try to motivate an engagement in making an 
effort to change the system” (ibid., freely translated). 
 
 
Ahmed who had ʻpraktikʼ as tailor before getting granted asylum.  The democratic Tuesday House meeting with translators.  
Taken by Sasa Mackic (Modkraft)     
The Trampoline House is thus an attempt to break with the conditions refugees in Denmark 
are subjected to as checkers in a greater juridical puzzle. The house serves as a forum 
where all users, despite different origins, have the opportunity to meet on equal terms with a 
common interest in changing the current Danish asylum system. Moreover the house 
facilitates a space outside the centres for the asylum seekers to come, not only as asylum 
seekers, but also to identify in personal traits and attributes that are recognised and of value 
to the house. 
  
In this respect one of the strongest responses to the current Danish asylum system 
reflected in the house is their concept of ʻpraktikʼ (is used by all users of the house when 
speaking about internship in the house, thus we will adapt this term). ʻPraktikʼ is one of the 
most important and popular concepts in the house, where different of positions are offered. 
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These positions for instance a tailor, hairdresser, cook, teacher, cleaning personnel or café 
personnel. ʻPraktikʼ is either arranged through the Danish Red Cross who pays for a 
monthly period card - or in the case of rejected asylum seekers in deportation phase the 
ʻpraktikʼ is sponsored by the house, offering two round trip tickets per week from the camp 
to the house. 
In April 2012 the house intensified their voice in regards to this particular response with the 
launch of the campaign Out of the Camps. In the Manifesto behind the campaign the 
asylum seekers demand their right to work and live outside of the camp: “We have skills, 
experience, resources, and the want to contribute, but are made into passive beings – just 
waiting and waiting.” (Out of the Camp, 2012). 
The intention behind the campaign is to remind the Danish government of their promise in 
the current Government Declaration: 
 
“Asylum seekers should have the possibility to work and live outside the asylum centre. In this way 
the rejected asylum seekers will be built up as human being and acquire more resources. Thus they 
will more easily, either integrate in Denmark if their asylum is approved or have better prospects to 
start up a new life when returning to their home country” (S-SF-R Government Declaration, 2011, p. 
52, freely translated). 
  
As both the Government Declaration and the Trampoline House Campaign implies, there is 
a social value in having an occupation outside of the camps. Patrick, a user of the house, 
more explicitly expresses this: 
 
“Work is an activity of humans, aimed at creating material and spiritual values. Work is a fundamental 
principle for human life and society. First of all human beings start to work to have food to eat and a 
place to sleep, but changes in the process makes people adapt the natural environment to their needs 
and create conditions for development and progress of society. Moreover, work is one of the most 
important forms of expression and self-atomisation of human beings; it is also the most powerful and 
maybe only factor of social progress” (visAvis, 2011, p. 70). 
 
According to Morten, one of the initiators of the house, this social progress, which Patrick 
refers to, goes beyond political strategies of integration: The house is not solely a social 
8	  
experiment of integration, but what in fact makes the house stand out and the believed 
reason behind their success, is the user-driven concept of the house. The ownership of the 
house belongs to the users - both those labelled Danish citizens, asylum seekers and 
undocumented immigrants, and thus any raised problematic are addressed to all the users 
of the house (diary 17th of April 2012, Appendix 9) as seen in the Out of the camps 
campaign where the manifesto states: “None of us wants to stand alone - neither in isolated 
camps nor in a country of isolation” (Out of the camps, 2012). 
According to Morten the house transcends traditional processes of integration and 
additionally educates the Danish citizens in diversity - making the recipients aware of their 
responsibility for a successful integration (diary 17th of April 2012). 
 
Based on this we are left with an inquisitiveness of how the practical encounter among the 
asylum seekers and the Danish citizens, is related to what is perceived to be a desirable 
approach to succeed in an including responsibility of integration. In this respect we have 
formulated following problem formulation: 
 
 
To which extent is a practical encounter, within Trampoline House, a desirable 
approach to succeed in integration? 
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In order to unfold our problem formulation we have formulated the following working 
questions; 
 
1. What dominating field is the Trampoline House in relation to? 
When demarcating the Trampoline Houseʼs position within the related field we will adapt an 
institutional focus, perceiving the house as one social agent internally in consensus. We will 
here leave the question of dealing with the house as a social arena, in which several 
individual social agents operate, to be tackled later in our analysis 
This chapter will serve the purpose of introducing the core values expressed by the 
Trampoline House mainly by drawing upon public documents and statements that have 
been formulated by the house. Hence portraying how economic, cultural and social capital 
is emphasised by the Trampoline House as an institution. These will again be appraised in 
relation the houseʼs organizational capital as an institution in relation to how it is positioned 
within the dominating field.  
 
2. How are the organizational values of the Trampoline House reproduced by the 
users?  
In the following chapter we will look at the overall values of the house, identified in the 
previous chapter, and how the individual user may internalise these. This will lead to an 
analysis of the culture practiced in the house and a discussion of whether this is dominated 
by one specific culture represented through the users or if it proposes a separated 3rd 
culture. On the ground of the analytical findings the chapter will result in an analysis of 
integration as a two way process, and how this may or may not have an impact on the 
different users of the house. Thus this chapter will draw lines between of the organisational 
structures of the Trampoline House and shed light upon in which fashion these may be 
internalised and reproduced by the single user of the house.  
 
 
3. How is the collaboration between DFUNK and the Trampoline House expressed? 
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In this chapter we intend to appraise how the collaboration between DFUNK and the 
Trampoline House is expressed through the cafe. This will be done by first evaluating the 
more practical structures and initiatives expressed within the café, followed up by subjective 
the narratives of the people behind the steering group of the café. This will offer us an 
insight into the merger between these two agents. It will help us to understand the 
organizational role of the café as an agent within Trampoline House and enable us to 
portray areas where reflexivity would benefit the dispositions of the actors in charge of the 
more organizational aspects of the café. 
 
4. How is the café expressed in practice? 
In this part of the analysis we will direct our attention to the practical experiences of the 
café, by utilizing both an insider and outsider view of the cafe. Here integrating the 
perspective of the asylum seekers in ʻpraktikʼ, and placing these in relation to the 
perspectives of people not a part of, but in contact with the café as a group. We will hereby 
further elaborate on the subjective experiences of the ʻobjectiveʼ structures presented 
through the first parts of both working question 1 and 3. 
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2. Philosophy of Social Science 
Why epistemic social science fails 
The historical core of social science can be found in the endeavour of the Enlightenment 
aiming to create a more free and just society based on epistemic reason. Hence following 
the natural sciencesʼ firm confidence in context independent and predictive theories.  
When studying human activity within this framework, there lies the pitfall of confusing the 
object of one's investigation, with an object whose existence is placed external and 
unaffected by ones own activity of reasoning about it. Hence epistemic social science 
“treating as their object what is in fact their condition of possibility” (Foucault: Flyvbjerg, 
2001, p. 36).  
  
In the study of human activity the social scientist is placed within the same mechanisms of 
meaning as his or her object. The observer and the observed are in other words situated 
within the same epistemological framework so to say. 
  
This portrays an argumentation for why it has been so difficult and still impossible for the 
social sciences to live up to the historical epistemic traditions of context-independent and 
predictive scientific theories, thus portraying an iron cage of epistemic reasoning. 
  
In this part of the methodological chapter, we intend to present the philosophical 
argumentation of Bent Flyvbjerg in ʻMaking Social Science Matterʼ (2001) concerning 
human knowledge and practice. His book aims at opening up the social sciences from this 
iron cage of epistemic reasoning.  Inspired by so we are not proposing any universal truths 
because we in our abilities to produce meaning never will be able to position ourselves in a 
neutral point in time and space and perceive human activity objectively. What we do intend 
is to try to point out some of the boundaries in social science today, and appraise in what 
manner these could be tackled, in order to propose a direction for its practice. 
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Phronesis; An ethical direction for ones research 
From the ethical work of Aristotle we are presented with to three categories representing the 
intellectual virtues of man. These are episteme, techne and phronesis. 
  
Epistemic 
Scientific 
knowledge 
Universal, invariable, context independent. Based on general  
analytical rationality. The original concept is known today from the terms ʻʻepistemologyʼʼ 
and ʻʻepistemic.ʼʼ 
Techne Craft/art Pragmatic, variable, context-dependent. Oriented toward production. Based on practical 
instrumental rationality governed by a conscious goal. The original concept appears 
today in terms such as ʻʻtechnique,ʼʼ ʻʻtechnical,ʼʼ and ʻʻtechnology.ʼʼ 
Phronesis Ethics Deliberation about values with reference to praxis. Pragmatic, variable, context-
dependent. Oriented toward action. Based on practical value-rationality. The original 
concept has no analogous contemporary term. 
 (Flyvbjerg, 2001, p. 57) 
  
Here the interplay between episteme and techne can be seen as the before mentioned 
confidence of the Enlightenment in the analytical reasonʼs capability of creating a more just 
and free society. In this context, phronesis, proposes an ethical context-dependent value 
rationality, which has been preferably excluded from social science due to its arbitrariness 
and lack of universal grounding. 
  
For Aristotle episteme, techne and phronesis are to be understood as three equal virtues or 
aspects of knowledge that are to be actuated equally for making good judgement. 
  
Due to the inability of episteme to excavating a neutral point in time and space, wherefrom 
to observe and describe social phenomenon objectively, Flyvbjerg picks up Aristotle to re-
empower his concept of phronesis. 
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For Flyvbjerg this implies an increased emphasis on power, values and practice, in making 
a counterbalance to the historical emphasis on a primarily epistemic social science. 
  
To make a bulwark against both voluntarism and idealism, when operating with contextual 
value rationalities, Flyvbjerg argues for the importance of placing power at the centre of the 
analysis. This is both drawing on the notion of power as centred and as a relation, i.e. a 
Weberian and Foucauldian mixed conception of power, so that: 
 
1) Power is seen as productive and positive and not only as restrictive and negative. 
2) Power is viewed as a dense net of omnipresent relations and not only as localised in ʻʻcentersʼʼ and 
institutions, or as an entity one can ʻʻpossess.ʼʼ 
3) The concept of power is seen as ultradynamic; power is not only something one appropriates, but also 
something one reappropriates and exercises in a constant back-and-forth movement in relations of 
strength, tactics, and strategies. 
4) Knowledge and power, truth and power, rationality and power are analytically inseparable from each 
other; power produces knowledge, and knowledge produces power.  
5) The central question is how power is exercised, and not only who has power, and why they have it; 
the focus is on process in addition to structure. 
6) Power is studied with a point of departure in small questions, ʻʻflat and empirical,ʼʼ not only, nor 
primarily, with a point of departure in ʻʻbig questions.ʼʼ 
                                                                                                                                                              
 (ibid.,, pp. 131-2) 
  
Here the question of power, value and practice focuses on: “Who gains and who loses? 
Through what kind of power relations? What possibilities are available to change existing 
power relations? And is it desirable to do so? Of what kind of power relations are those 
asking these questions self a part of?” (ibid., pp. 131-2). Especially the latter question is 
something we will return to in our chapter on the contextualisation of Phronetic research. 
  
Human Activity 
One of Flyvbjergʼs strongest points for doing this kind of research is linked to a study done 
by Hubert and Stuart Dreyfus on human expertise and learning. The two brothers present 
five levels in the human process of learning. It gives an overarching understanding for why 
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Flyvbjerg values practice as more fundamental than both discourse and theory. The five 
categories of human expertise and learning are arranged accordingly, so that the: 
  
(1)        Novices act on the basis of context-independent elements and rules. 
(2)        Advanced beginners also use situational elements, which they have learned to identify and interpret 
on the basis of their own experience from similar situations. 
(3)        Competent performers are characterized by the involved choice of goals and plans as a basis for their 
actions. Goals and plans are used to structure and store masses of both context-dependent and 
context-independent information. 
(4)        Proficient performers identify problems, goals, and plans intuitively from their own experientially based       
 perspective. Intuitive choice is checked by analytical evaluation prior to action. 
(5)        Finally, expertsʼ behaviour is intuitive, holistic, and synchronic, understood in the way that a given 
situation releases a picture of problem, goal, plan, decision, and action in one instant and with no 
division into phases. This is the level of true human expertise. Experts are characterized by a flowing, 
effortless performance, unhindered by analytical deliberations. 
                                                                                                                                                              
 (ibid., p. 21) 
  
Here we see how it is only in the three first levels of human learning that people primarily 
make use of analytical rationality in order to act. When human expertise moves beyond 
these three steps, action increasingly tends to depend on intuition. At the expert level, 
practice is expressed in an instant link to a both bodily, emotionally and intellectual mode of 
experience for the subject. It portrays how intelligent human action depends on more than 
mere analytical rationality, and places an ethical emphasis on the importance and strength 
of the experience of the actors operating in the context. So epistemically speaking it widens 
the analytical map portraying why this endeavour of creating universal context-independent 
laws concerning human activity has failed. 
  
Even though that these five levels of learning are presented as hierarchical steps, they are 
processes, which are continuously present in the already existing practices of actors in a 
social arena. This brings us to the next interesting point of this model, because there is a 
duality within these five levels of learning. As sketched out in the beginning of this chapter, 
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the five levels both serve as the condition from where we as social scientists make our 
observations, while being what we try to observe and epistemically conceptualise. 
A particular process is nonetheless here present here. For Flyvbjerg it takes an expert to 
know one (ibid., p. 23). In other words, it takes a lot of practice and field experience to be 
able to catch some of the more intuitive processes and practices going on among the actors 
in the field of ones study. 
  
Hence in this project our task becomes “to broaden our reasoning to make it capable of 
grasping what, in ourselves and others, precedes and exceeds reason” (Maurice Merleau-
Ponty: Flyvbjerg, 2001, p.9). 
 
It is a faith in that by physically emerging oneself into the context, one receives an excess of 
information that in itself not necessary is logical, but nonetheless important in forging a 
foundation from where an epistemic judgement can be made within the limitations of 
language. 
  
2.2 Epistemology 
In our methodological considerations we have so far come to draw a lot attention to 
especially the work done by Flyvbjerg. When put to the task of trying to label our own 
epistemological stance in this project, we first have to take into consideration a perhaps 
more implicit sociologist also operating in the framework of Flyvbjerg. The core 
methodological considerations of Pierre Bourdieu will be paramount for our further labelling 
of our own epistemological approach. Bourdieu is par excellence the researcher within the 
field of contextualism, emphasising the relational character of everything in society. 
  
Bourdieuʼs scientific endeavour emerged from the heritage of the social scientific field of 
late 1950s France dominated by the ʻobjectiveʼ structuralism of Levi-Strauss and the 
ʻsubjectiveʼ existentialism of Sartre (Jenkins, 2002, p. 30). 
  
Within this historical context, Bourdieu defined his project as seeking to overcome this 
binary opposition between objectivism and subjectivism. Hence his work can be defined as 
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both a philosophical perspective and practical methodology, which has attempted to 
establish an alternative to the extremes of subjectivity and objectivity. 
  
To Bourdieu, structuralism “does not contribute to understand how things get done, how a 
particular set of practices is experienced ʻwithout any organising intentionʼ as necessary” 
(Jenkins 2002, p. 35). Bourdieu especially criticised Levi-Strauss on his anthropological 
theories and rules concerning gift exchanged and instead emphasised replacing: 
  
“[...] the notion of rules which govern or produce conduct with a model of social practice in which 
what people do is bound up with the generation and pursuit of strategies within an organising 
framework of cultural dispositions (the habitus)” (Jenkins, 2002, p. 39). 
  
Bourdieu does acknowledge an objective social reality operating and existing independent 
of the conscience of the individual subjective (Wilken, 2006, p. 96), but he also opens up for 
the remote possibility of breaking with the fields of power and knowledge through his 
concept of habitus, where society is reproduced not as much through discursive knowledge, 
but more through practical knowledge and internalised unreflected cultural dispositions. 
For Bourdieu both “objectivism and subjectivism - are theoretical modes of knowledge, each 
in their own way at a considerable distance from the practical knowledge of actors and each 
[...] incapable of understanding that practical knowledge.” (Jenkins, 2002, p. 51) 
  
Bourdieuʼs own epistemological experiment for approaching the practical knowledge of 
human activity was therefore to “thread a dialectical middle way” (ibid., p. 51) between 
these two oppositional theoretical modes of knowledge. This he did by placing a firm focus 
on practice itself, by upholding peopleʼs expressions contra their practices within a specific 
field of power and knowledge. Here acknowledging that narratives just as well were mere 
self-interpretations of practices.  Bourdieu hence called for a methodological plurality for 
what ever suited the context the best, by combining qualitative insights with quantitative 
measures, in order to capture these contextual social realities (ibid.). For Bourdieu even the 
collection of data is biased in its construction of the object of inquiry (Wilken, 2006, p. 100). 
Therefore researchers should not let themselves be limited in regards to method, but merely 
be aware of the implications of these methods. 
17	  
  
It is here Bourdieuʼs notion of reflexivity enters the methodological considerations. Because 
of the researchers being situated within the same epistemological framework as their object 
of study, the researchers then have to integrate a two-folded perspective of reflexivity into 
their own research. It is hence not only an epistemological break with the: 
  
“[…] native experience and the native representation of that experience, but also, by a second 
break [where one] call into question the presuppositions inherent in the position of the ʻobjectiveʼ 
observer who, seeking to interpret practices, tends to bring into the object the principles of his 
relation to the object, as is shown for example by the privileged status he gives to communicative 
and epistemic functions, which inclines him to reduce exchange to pure symbolic exchange” 
(Bourdieu; Jenkins, 2002, p. 48). 
  
The second break is therefore characterised by what Bourdieu also describes as the 
“objectification of the act of objectification” (Jenkins, 2002, p. 47). The level of reflexivity 
here takes on new proportions when merged with the earlier mentioned Dreyfus model. It 
emphasises the importance of engaging oneself into one's object of inquiry for gaining 
expertise, but simultaneously underlines that neutrality in this matter is impossible, and that 
the practice of the researcher also has to be considered as a positioning within a field. 
  
It would nonetheless be misleading to categorise both Bourdieu and Flyvbjerg as post-
structuralists. For Bourdieu, due to his ontologically founded notion of habitus, and 
Flyvbjergʼs for his equal emphasis on practice pre-discourse and theory. Both emphasising 
the existence of something unconscious or irrational situated and operating outside 
discourse. Together the two operate somewhere between structuralism and 
poststructuralism. 
  
We have found both authors highly compatible and struck by the way Flyvbjergʼs more 
contemporary notion of contextual ethics and experience as captured in Phronesis, seems 
to catalyse an empowered Bourdieusian notion of reflexivity in approaching human activity. 
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An effect of these perspectives on knowledge seems to be a very humble approach to both 
the field and actors operating in it. It reminds us as researchers that we are not in any way 
superior, nor the observed in any way less worth because of the scientistʼs epistemic 
knowledge used to objectify and distort that being studied. 
Our presence will nonetheless affect the field and us, on levels we ourselves are not fully 
aware of, but this is perhaps also the whole point when doing a phronetic research, and 
making social science matter. 
  
By taking the already elaborated emphasis on power, values and practice in phronesis, and 
the reflexive positioning of Bourdieuʼs approach, we therefore wish to categorise our own 
epistemological approach as a kind of ʻReflexive Phronesisʼ. 
  
2.3. Ontology 
When placing our study within the traditional groupings of ontologies, we face the same 
difficulties as in the epistemology chapter. As our previous discussions and methodological 
considerations reflect, we wish to the break with the philosophical iron cage of epistemic 
social science and go beyond only discussing the philosophical possibilities of reality, and 
instead practice them.  Therefore we are suggesting a position between two traditional, and 
often thought of as incompatible disparate, ontological categories of constructivism and 
realism. 
 
We are advocating for this in-between positioning as our methodological considerations can 
neither be designated to an ontology that neglects to see how social actors and also 
science constructs reality, yet on the other hand neither to an ontology that fails to 
acknowledge any structures to be sited behind the social construction of reality. The former 
being realism and the latter being constructivism (Delanty, 2005, p. 151). Thus we want to 
argue that there is no such incompatible dichotomy between constructivism and realism: 
We wish to reconcile these two approaches in a new fashion, once again calling for 
reflexivity to be the interconnection.  
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What we are suggesting is an ontology that acknowledges a material world that exists and 
will continue to exist despite the hypothetical outcome of there being no more humans left to 
reason about it. It is within these perimeters that we intend to place the more closed system 
of human reasoning and social mechanisms organising human life. Meaning, other words, 
will always be a phenomenon ascribed to humans. In this way it makes no sense to talk 
about any external universal truths or true essence, hence, meaning would have nothing to 
do with such phenomenon. We nonetheless acknowledge the possibility of the material 
world also having an impact on the human condition, but we will not waste any time here in 
trying to figure out in what way this comes forth, because we in doing so would not be able 
to step outside our own mechanisms of meaning. Reality is hence in ʻnatureʼ social, and it is 
within this sphere that we will perform our own scientific practice, while potentially affected 
by elements neither social nor describable.  
Within the social reality we do intend to argue for treating certain historical discursive 
formations as objective, following the same lines of reasoning as presented in Durkheimʼs 
conception of social facts (Durkheim, 1964, p. 8). Though without in any way letting them be 
essentialist fixed categories as their meaning and reasoning about them is continuously 
being differentiated and renegotiated.  
 
This build-bridging ontology, that could be called constructivist realism (Delanty, 2005, p. 
152), is highly compatible with our own methodological and theoretical considerations.  
 
Thus constructivist realism advocates for an interaction between a material world, social 
reality, sign system and interpreter. In this paradigm reflexivity becomes the predominant 
approach to encompass both how social reality is constantly being differentiated through 
social action, but also how “science is a construction which brings out a discovery 
irreducible to the construction and to the social conditions that made it possible” (Bourdieu: 
Delanty, 2005, p. 150). 
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3. Contextualisation of Phronetic research 
In our project we wish to re-empower the notion of phronesis in the sense that the 
motivating force behind our study is to contribute with a product that has a practical 
significance for our specific context of inquiry, being the Trampoline House. 
The socially conditioned and intersubjective character of reflexive phronesis should thus 
function as a direction for a social scientific practice where questions as “Where are we 
going? Is it desirable? What should be done?” (Flyvbjerg, 2001, p. 130) should be raised 
with a departure in an on-going dialog with the context being studied. In spite of the 
conclusion ultimately being executed by us as authors of this research project, the 
knowledge we produce subsequently becomes a part of the on-going dialog that we have 
picked up with the Trampoline House. By turning to the phronetic research we believe that it 
is possible to break with the iron cage of an epistemic social science and give our project a 
practical significance for at least the Trampoline House, or as Flyvbjerg states: 
  
“If we do [phronetic research], we may successfully transform social science from what is fast 
becoming a sterile academic activity, which is undertaken mostly for its own sake and in increasing 
isolation from a society on which it has little effect and from which it gets little appreciation. We may 
transform social science to an activity done in public for the public, sometimes to clarify, sometimes 
to intervene, sometimes to generate new perspectives, and always to serve as eyes and ears in our 
ongoing efforts at understanding the present and deliberating about the future” (ibid., p. 166). 
  
3.1 Our position within the Trampoline House 
For now we will try to outline some dispositions that we have in approaching and 
objectifying the Trampoline House and its users. This mode of reflexivity will nonetheless be 
a continuous process throughout the project. 
From an educational point of view we as students, at our fourth semester in The 
International Social Science Basic Studies at Roskilde University, are situated within a 
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larger western historical narrative about the relations between society and the individual. 
Here materialised in the concepts and perspectives of both Bourdieu and Flyvbjerg.  
Our disposition for bracketing out the marginalised group and category of asylum seekers 
as the centre of our attention within the social reality that we perceive to live in, we are 
simultaneous reproducing certain levels of the situation in which the asylum seekers are 
situated. This distinction is therefore something we from our social scientific position need to 
have as an on-going consideration in objectifying this segment of people. 
  
From a more personal perspective we also take into consideration that we are 6 people with 
different historical dispositions operating and objectifying events within the house differently. 
This is a force when it creates at best six different reflexions upon what occurs.  
Nonetheless we still all share a national historical disposition of having spent most of our 
upcoming years in the Danish society as free Danish citizens with certain rights. 
  
These two dimensions of dispositions come productively into play within the social arena of 
the Trampoline House. Due to these structures of the house the users participate in the 
activities within the house. One of us has also prior our engagement in the house 
volunteered and is still a volunteer within the house. 
Our presence in the house has therefore not caused any particular resistance. It has also 
become evident that our own reason for being there not only has been purely on the basis 
of a scientific rationality, but has also embodied a more personal engagement in the house. 
Nonetheless we cannot escape being confronted with the ʻobjectiveʼ social reality where 
these as a group have quite different opportunities due to the legislations, than we as 
Danish citizens have. It is almost a split experience, which is very hard to integrate and 
digest into ones presupposition of human beings in relation to a modern liberal and 
democratic society. 
  
We have been open towards all the people in the house concerning our reasons being 
there, both professional and personal. We have stated our interests in the house to the 
people in charge of the more organisational elements of the house. Throughout our contact 
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with the house we have kept an on-going reflexive relation throughout the making of the 
project, frequently vitiating and spending our time with the people in the house. 
  
Following the argumentation of phronetic science, favouring context, the project will be 
framed as a case study. Having already argued for the use of context-dependent knowledge 
in that “predictive theories and universals cannot be found in the study of human affairs” 
(Flyvbjerg, 2001, p.73). We further emphasise that concrete, “context-dependent knowledge 
is [...] more valuable than the vain search for predictive theories and universals” (ibid., p.73). 
This leads us to the conclusion that context-dependent knowledge is the most favourable 
form of basis for social science. This goes in line with the critique of universal theories in 
social science, because it reduces the rationale of human behaviour to rules and removes 
context as a variable for action – and thus rules out an important aspect of human conduct, 
context. 
It is thus our stance that the case study is the frame for research that fits best with our 
project and, in general, phronetic research. As we want to get an in-depth understanding of 
the social interaction in the house, the case study provides us with vast opportunities for 
gathering rich context-dependent material. By staying true to our context we intend to detect 
the cultural dispositions, which serve as a strategy to anticipate human behaviour in our 
context of the Trampoline House. 
  
More specifically we have chosen to narrow our focus on ʻpraktikʼ to how this concept is put 
into practise in the Café. The Café was established in the end of 2011 in cooperation with 
The Danish Youth Refugees Network (DFUNK, freely translated). We have chosen to 
narrow down to this particular part of the house as DFUNKʼs involvement has organised the 
ʻpraktikʼ with the specific concern of putting the social elements of work in focus (DFUNK.dk, 
2012). Furthermore we have the impression that DFUNKʼs involvement has made the Café 
one of the most organised ʻworkplacesʼ within the house: A steering group has been 
established ensuring the contact with both those in ʻpraktikʼ, the volunteers and those in the 
local community who are interested in donating supplies for the Café. Work shifts have 
been made and a shared calendar has been created to give an overview of who is working 
in the Café which days. As we started the project in February DFUNKʼs planning of a Café 
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was put into practise and we saw a chance to follow them in their starting phase and 
making the Café a reality. Our involvement and dialogue with the steering group has made 
it possible for us to experience their initiatives on close hand meanwhile being invited to 
their meetings and observing their concerns and reasons behind the continuously adjusting 
initiatives. These initiatives will be the conditions under which we will study the relation 
between ʻpraktikʼ and integration. 
 
 
The Café counter desk looking into the kitchen. Taken by Lars Juul Haushildt (Universitetsavisen).  
 
3.2 Research approach 
Our choice of assigning to the abductive approach is recognising that one can neither be 
totally deductive nor inductive it will always be an interrelation. Our inductive phase can 
never be claimed to be driven unaffected by our theoretical knowledge, and likewise is our 
deductive phase neither totally theory-driven nor unaffected by our collected material. 
Abduction facilitates an interrelationship between theory and the social inquiry by “first 
converting observations into theories and then assessing those theories through action” 
(Morgan, 2011, p. 71). 
The abductive approach is highly compatible with the phronetic research, as the initially 
employed inductive phase allows for the object of study to be identified by the context, and 
only on the basis of these findings a context-dependent interpretation of theory takes form. 
If the incorporated theory is employed through a deductive approach, where the social 
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inquiry is stressed by theory, the result can be claimed to be coincidental rather than being 
legitimate analytical findings; 
  
“Insofar as the would-be sciences (social sciences molded upon the natural science) follow the 
ideal of physical theory, they must predict and explain everyday activities, using decontextualised 
features. But since the context in which human beings pick out the everyday objects and event 
whose regularities theory attempts to predict is left out in the decontextualisation necessary for 
theory, what human beings pick out as objects and events need not coincide with those elements 
over which the theory ranges. Therefore predictions, though often correct, will not be reliable. 
Indeed these predictions will work only as long as the elements picked out and related by theory 
happen to coincide with what the human beings falling under their theory pick out and relate in their 
everyday activities” (Dreyfus; Flyvbjerg, 2001, p. 40). 
  
Our choice of theory, and maybe even more importantly how we choose to incorporate and 
interpret the theory will thus be context-dependent, and an analysis with such a basis will 
both be reliable and true to the context. 
  
To put the abductive process of interaction between inductive and deductive phases in 
relation to our study the figure below has been made in an attempt to outline the domination 
of the two approaches in our project: 
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As the figure indicates we have spent a large amount of time in the beginning of our project, 
in our research field. Our group has been represent in the house for one month. Within this 
month we have had close contact with our research field and become familiar faces within 
the house. More importantly this close connection to the research field has to a great extent 
influenced our considerations of inquiry. Yet this inductive phase has undeniable also been 
influenced to some extent by our sparse knowledge to Bourdieu and his concepts of 
habitus, capital and field. 
  
After having spent a great amount of time in the house and having gathered a profound 
amount of data we came to a point where it would be more beneficial to proceed in a more 
deductive approach. This decision is based upon a need to turn to a more structured 
approach so that we do not risk drowning in too much data. Thus by moving to a dominating 
deductive phase, we approach our collected data from a theoretical point of view in order to 
address our data in a more structured fashion by including the theory as a tool to thoroughly 
structure our analysis. However, like in our inductive phase, this phase is not completely 
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deductive since we are still present in the Trampoline House and continuously collect data 
that influences our structuring of the analysis.  
 
Within our case of the Trampoline House we will - through this intersubjective approach - 
attempt to be open towards detecting internalised social fields of power and knowledge 
affecting the practices of the social actors. It is in this sense that values and narratives 
become interesting pools of information about how different actors position themselves 
within a field and social space. 
  
3.3 Data collection  
Following the line of our abductive approach we have been open-minded about what 
empirical material to include in our project and have a somewhat mixed- method approach, 
in the sense that we would not exclude a mix of qualitative and quantitative methods if it 
was beneficial for the project. However it has turned out that our qualitative data has been 
most workable for this project. To reflect upon this assessment, we acknowledge that this 
has undeniably been influenced by the habits and experience of research that we have 
obtained as researchers. This is not to be seen as an excuse for choosing a qualitative 
approach, as we in our assessment will argue that the issues that we have found interesting 
to research in the house, is hard to quantify. This is because the amount of people in these 
social dynamics is not that many seen in the light of quantitative data and rules of 
significance, representativeness and the timeline of our project (Teddlie and Yu, 2007). 
Before moving on to an outline of our empirical material, it should be added that we did 
sample a fair amount of quantitative data on e.g. amount of users, money in the donation 
jar, tickets handed out etc. While this has given us broader understanding of the institutional 
structures of the house, we have chosen to exclude this data from the analysis, as we did 
not consider it to have enough relevance for our project. 
 
 
Participant Objectivation 
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A great deal of our data is derived from participant observation; during the period 27th 
February to 29th of March we have continuously been present in the house Tuesdays, 
Wednesdays and Thursdays from 2 to 7 pm. Hereafter up until mid-May we have still 
remained in contact with the house, though mainly as regular users rather than researchers. 
The primary objective with this strategy was to know how the dynamics of the house 
functioned. We did not have any specific objective when we went to the house during this 
period other than just being present. How people approaches dependent on what each in 
our group found most suiting, e.g. some were more active and others more absent in doing 
observations within the house. In the first week, we visited the house in couples of two at 
the time, the next weeks we went alone. The product of this method has been a diary from 
all the days of observation, which we use to understand the basic dynamics of the house. 
The diaries contain descriptions of dialogues, events and anything else we have found 
interesting in house. Furthermore the method has given us an idea of the different persons 
and their different roles and reasons to visit the house. We believe this insight has been 
valuable in our later stage of interviewing to ensure that our respondents to some extent 
reflect the diversity of the house. 
We acknowledge that our modes of objectifying the events within the Trampoline House 
cannot be differentiated from our own habitus. What we describe and portray is hence also 
a part of us as a group of researchers. Furthermore our mere presence being there has also 
affected the context, but in ways we ourselves cannot fully comprehend. The element of 
reflexivity necessary and present within this perspective transforms participant observation 
into what Bourdieu instead prefers to call ʻParticipant Objectivationʼ (Jenkins, 2002, p. 47).  
Our own physical presence within the house has, despite the just mentioned obstacles, 
contributed to a more nuanced picture of the dynamics present, allowing us to position us 
much closer to the actual logic of the practices within the house.  
  
 
Secondary data 
A fair amount of secondary data has been included in our analysis. A majority of this data 
has been documents, report, official websites and articles that in some way presents the 
objective structures, which later will be compared to our more subjective data such as 
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interviews in order to transcend from claiming to be either subjective or objective and 
instead live up to this interrelation of intersubjectivity that we acknowledge. 
Amongst our secondary data are first of all the two previous government declarations from 
respectively the VK (Venstre and Konservative)- and S-SF-R (Socialdemokraterne, 
Socialistisk Folkeparti and Radikale) governments. Other important external data to add is 
the book written by Michala Bendixen from Refugee Welcome, giving a brief introduction to 
the current asylum procedure and the potential limbo it facilitates. 
 
Secondly, we have received two reports from the Trampoline House, these being a report 
formulated back in 2009, as the basis for fundraising for the establishment of a permanent 
house, and the latter being a yearly report on user numbers and the like from the 
Trampoline House sent to ADT (Asylum Dialogue Tank). Additionally to this we have had 
great use of the two official websites of respectively the Trampoline House and their 
campaign Out of the Camps. 
Interviews 
When sampling our interviews we have formed an interview guide, ensuring that the 
interviews are somewhat coherent to the issues addressed, thus the interviews can be 
characterised as semi-structured interviews. Having said this, the interview varies from each 
other in the sense that different interviewers have conducted them with different 
respondents. Our sampling of the respondents has to a large extent been based upon 
intuition - an intuition, which has been diverse in the sense that we have all been involved in 
the house and have become acquainted with the respondents in very different degrees. 
Despite our intuition having an importance in our sampling it has been necessary to 
somewhat organise the respondents into different groups, and thus ensuring that our data 
reflects the diversity of the house. 
The following will briefly outline the different conducted interviews and the attributes of the 
respondents. 
 
1. Sif - A regular user of the house and a Danish citizens in her early twenties. Sif previously 
studied to become an international social worker. Already in the first part of the education 
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she was introduced to the Danish asylum system, but after experiencing how the education 
merely taught her to reproduce the system rather than being critical towards it she dropped 
out and searched for other ways to become familiar with the system in a more ʻtruth tellingʼ 
way. Besides being a regular user of the house, Sif has been very much involved in the 
work of the Out of the Camps campaign (See transcription of interview in appendix 5). 
 
2. Liv - A regular user of the house and a Danish citizen in her mid-twenties. Liv is involved 
in the independent organisation vis-A-vis who is in close relation to the Trampoline House 
(See transcription of interview in appendix 5). 
 
3. Ditte - A regular user of the house and a Danish citizen in her mid-twenties. Ditte is one 
of the initiators behind the Café and started up the dialogue between the Trampoline House 
and DFUNK. She is on a weekly basis involved in the Café (See transcription of interview in 
appendix 7). 
 
4. Katrine - A close friend to Morten who this way around has been involved in the 
establishment of the Trampoline House from the beginning. Katrine is in her late thirties and 
is also a regular user of the house and a Danish citizen who is regularly either open or 
closes the house (See transcription of interview in appendix 4). 
 
5. Susanne - A retired woman and a Danish citizen who mainly uses the house to learn 
Arabic and Kurdish and became familiar with the house as she is very interested in dancing 
Kurdish dance (See transcription of interview in appendix 4). 
 
6. Janni - A volunteer from DFUNK and a Danish citizen in her mid-twenties who have been 
engaged in the trampoline House through DFUNKs cooperation with the house in the daily 
running of the Café (See transcription of interview in appendix 3).  
 
7. Bashir - A user of the house in his mid-thirties. Bashir is an Iraqi refugee who has been 
granted asylum 12 years ago. Bashir is very active all over the house and both engaged in 
the kitchen group who cook on Friday evenings. Besides cooking Bashir is often translates 
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at the house meetings and teaches Arabic on Sundays (See transcription of interview in 
appendix 6). 
 
8. Ivan - A regular user of the house and in his mid-twenties. Ivan is an asylum seeker who 
belong to the Kurdish minority in Syria. So far Ivan has been rejected asylum and has 
ʻpraktikʼ in the Café of the house. To keep the record straight Ivan is an alias, whose real 
name is known by the interviewer (See transcription of interview in appendix 2). 
 
9. Cherif - A regular user of the house in the mid-twenties. Cherif is an asylum seeker from 
Guinea who has ʻpraktikʼ in the house as cleaning personnel. Cherif sleeps in the house 
with the rest of the cleaning group every Friday night to clean after the Friday-get-together 
on Saturday mornings (See transcription of interview in appendix 1).  
 
10. Ismail - A regular user of the house in his early thirties. Ismail is an asylum seeker from 
Sudan who has ʻpraktikʼ in the Café every Wednesday (See transcription of interview in 
appendix 8). 
 
Noteworthy is that all the interviewed asylum seekers have been rejected asylum in 
Denmark and are positioned in the deportation phase (Phase 3), but have not yet been 
deported due to complications with their country of origin, which is a hindrance in following 
an involuntary deportation through, and none of them are cooperating with the police in a 
voluntary deportation. This group is highly represented in the Trampoline House as it is one 
of the very few possibilities for rejected asylum seekers to get some informal internship. 
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4. Thinking tools 
 
The following chapter will introduce a relevant theoretical understanding of Bourdieu, and in 
a concise manner explain his concepts of Habitus, Field, Capital, Symbolic Violence and 
Reflexivity. These will later be applied in our analysis when striving to uncover the problem 
formulation. 
  
When outlining the concepts, they will be explained with an emphasis on their relation to our 
research and analysis rather than a mere description of their philosophical qualities. The 
choice for tackling the theoretical aspects of our project in such a manner is based on a 
wish to increase the accessibility of our project and therefore a wish to present Bourdieuʼs 
concepts brief and to the point – especially in regards to their appropriateness and 
applicability for our research.  Also it is a response to the critique of classical theory, 
launched by Flyvbjerg, as we strive towards a usage of a limited number of concepts rather 
than proposing a general, predictive and all-encompassing theoretical framework for our 
study. 
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The previously mentioned concepts, ʻthinking toolsʼ baptised by Bourdieu, are launched in 
the context of his sociological goal of overcoming the dichotomy of subjectivity and 
objectivity. Especially the concepts of Field and Habitus are employed in order to 
investigate two different modes of reality in order to do a total science, encompassing both 
objective mechanisms and subjective individualism (Bourdieu and Wacquant, 1992 p. 7). 
Thus, not unlike the structure of this very project, a social praxeology that focuses on first 
structures and secondly the constructed perceptions and dispositions of individuals, is 
proposed (ibid., p. 11). 
It is in the unfolding of this project that these thinking tools come in handy. 
  
 
 
 
4.1 Field 
According to Bourdieu, people can be identified into certain social arenas, Fields. 
Regardless of the connotations accompanying the term, a Field is not situated in a 
geographic space. Rather it is a site where continuous struggles about different types of 
capital, take place (Jenkins, 2002 p. 84).  
 
As a Field is not defined within a specific physical space, its boundaries can be hard to 
demarcate. Furthermore the field can only be defined within the boundaries of the field itself 
and the demarcation of it can only happen through an empirical assessment of the 
strategising of values bestowed upon a given capital form in a given context (Bordieu and 
Wacquant, 1992). 
Instead a Field can be identified by examining its goals, as a Field always has a shared 
notion of what is desirable and valuable, as a common denominator (Jenkins, 2002 p, 84).  
This shared notion of what is desirable or valuable can both be a relation of consensus or 
incongruence with the predominating positions within the field. Thus one can deduce that 
there, in a Field, exists a shared frame of reference and a common understanding of by 
what criteria success is judged. This frame of reference, however, will vary from Field to 
Field as the structure of each Field is unique. 
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In regards to an analytical approach a field is “defined as a network, or a configuration, of 
objective relations between positions” (Bourdieu and Wacquant, 1992 p. 97). Given that the 
stakes in a field is known, a Field is obviously also a site for different positions. These 
positions are ones taken by individual or institutional agents of capital. The relation between 
the agents in the field is predetermined as an outcome of their positioning. Therefore the 
relations between them are objectively defined. 
In other words an agent accumulates capital in order to gain access to the particular profits 
that are at stake in the field ultimately engaging in a game of domination and subordination 
in relation to other agents.  
Additionally, agents constantly try to differentiate themselves from competitors in an attempt 
to decrease competition and eventually hold a monopoly of a certain subsector within the 
field. An agent will also attempt at changing the rules for admittance to the field, which might 
be successful or unsuccessful: Nevertheless this is an indicator that shows the necessity of 
empirical investigation in the endeavour of determining the boundaries of a field (ibid p. 100) 
Different forms of capital vary in value in respects to the given field in which they are at play. 
Therefore one can infer that when an agent defines the value of a specific form of capital 
he, by default, acknowledges the existence of a field where this certain capital holds a 
certain value (ibid p. 98). 
In this game of domination and subordination an agent can also attempt at distorting the 
value bestowed on the various forms of capital. This is done in order to discredit the value 
of the form of capital, which an opposing agentʼs power is built on (ibid). This is a common 
approach in fields of power e.g. power of state. In the continuous struggle of power over 
state the aim is to seize power over the political and economic resources required for the 
state to change and regulate the rules that define the field itself. 
 
4.2 Habitus 
As mentioned, Habitus is a device to overcome the gap between an understanding of 
behaviour as being the product of either individual rationality or merely an internalisation of 
objective structures. Bourdieu has a more nuanced view on this matter. Where individuals 
do have the possibility of making choices, their Habitus limits this ʻfreedomʼ by regulating, 
which options are possible (Jenkins, 2002, p. 77). 
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The concept should be understood as an “acquired system of generative schemes 
objectively adjusted to the particular conditions in which it is constituted” (ibid., p. 74). But 
how is this system, Habitus acquired? Habitus is not a scheme that one can simply be 
taught but is rather acquired through experience. Here Bourdieuʼs emphasis on the 
unconscious aspects of individuality is evident; one does not simply choose a Habitus, it is 
rather formed through socialising behaviour. This means that structures that one embodies 
and adopts are the result of an unconscious internalisation and thus Habitus can be seen as 
the link between objective structures and subjective dispositions (Bourdieu and Wacquant, 
1992, p. 13). 
 
An important point regarding Habitus is that the individualʼs adoption of objective structures 
should not be understood as determining the behaviour of the individual completely. Thus, 
for Bourdieu, objective mechanisms are not deterministic but rather an influence on 
behaviour; “[p]ractices are produced in and by the encounter between the Habitus and its 
dispositions, on the one hand, and the constraints, demands and opportunities of the social 
field […] on the other.” (Jenkins, 2002, p. 78). This goes hand-in-hand with his notion of 
human activity as being the product of strategies instead of rules, the reason for this being 
that a Habitus will have a different role depending what Field it is interacting in (ibid., p. 83). 
For Bourdieu external mechanisms effect, and are internalised in, Habitus, which can affect 
structures through practice (ibid., p. 80). This very fact also allows for the opportunity of 
change, and thus the generative aspect of Habitus, in an almost looping fashion. Hence 
Habitus is defined as a set of dispositions and not a set of regulations. 
  
4.3 Capital 
The concept of capital refers to the resources and sources of power that individuals have, 
and struggle to get, to exercise control and e.g position themselves within their Field 
(Wilken, 2011, p. 58). Thus the notions of capital and field are highly interconnected as “[a] 
capital does not exist and function except in relation to a field” (Bourdieu and Wacquant 
1992 p. 101) and the capital is what defines what is worth striving for in a field (Jenkins 
2002 p. 86). Thus: 
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“In empirical work, it is one and the same thing to determine what the field is, where its limits lie, etc., 
and to determine what species of capital are active in it, within what limits, and so on.” (Bourdieu and 
Wacquant 1992 p. 99) 
 
It should however be mentioned that different types of capital exist and are positioned 
differently from field to field. Bourdieu identifies four main forms of resources, Capital, that 
may empower individuals and mobilise their positioning; economic capital, cultural capital, 
social capital and symbolic capital (though more can be identified). 
Economic capital refers to money and material goods, meaning the resources of being able 
to acquire what you want through a monetary system, and position yourself by your 
economic resources. In this sense, the concept of economic capital is very much inspired by 
modern capitalism as it is based on economic rationality which is centered around “the 
pursuit of rational, material self-interest” (Jenkins 2002 p. 87). Cultural capital refers to 
educational and linguistic resources enabling individuals to interact according to the social 
standards of e.g the academic field. Social capital refers to the value one may achieve 
through social networks or be belonging to different social groups (Bourdieu and Wacquant 
1992 p. 119). Bourdieuʼs point here is that, even though he acknowledges the existence of 
an economic capital, human behavior cannot be reduced to the pursuit of self-interest and 
thus the notion of capital has to account for all kinds of values, specific to their respective 
fields. In other words; “[t]here are as many interests, as many values to be maximised, as 
there are fields.” (Jenkins 2002 p. 87). Thus, as different types of capitals exist, the 
positions of subordination and domination are always defined by whatever capital is 
relevant in a given field and thus no universal criteria exists (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992 
p. 97). 
 
As a particular feature, when appraising the way in which institutions position themselves 
within a field, we have found it beneficial to introduce an additional capital demarcated as 
organisational capital. By organisational capital we mean, the distinct feature of an 
institutionʼs ability to structure and conceptualise their agendas. 
 
When the different types of capital are “grasped through categories of perception that 
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recognises its specific logic or, if you prefer, misrecognise the arbitrariness of its possession 
and accumulation” within a field, it is called symbolic capital (Ibid p. 119).   
 
It should be noted that the different types of capital are closely linked and can be regarded 
as being transformable in the sense that one type of capital, in some circumstances, can be 
a facilitator to another type of capital e.g. capital in the field of education can, with high 
probability, be translated into economic capital as education is likely to be a gateway to a 
well-paid job. In other words; one type of capital can facilitate the acquiring of other capitals.  
 
4.4 Symbolic Violence 
As “order and social restraint are produced by indirect, cultural mechanisms rather than by 
direct, coercive social control”, an understanding and conceptualisation of these 
mechanisms is necessary (Jenkins, 2002, p. 104). The way in which this process of order 
and restraint works is by, what Bourdieu calls, symbolic violence. 
  
Symbolic violence is the act of forcing meaning and culture unto groups of individuals 
through processes that are perceived as legitimate and natural (ibid., p. 104). An example 
of this could be how the law is perceived as a natural constraint of how individuals should 
organise their lives and as a symbol of moral behaviour. However it should be noted that 
symbolic violence also, and perhaps to a greater extent, appears on a smaller scale. How 
the parent raises its child and how this process is recognised as primordial, exemplifies this 
(ibid., p. 106). 
  
A critical component of this mechanism is how symbolic violence can only exist if there 
occurs a misrecognition. This misrecognition is exactly the process whereby a relation 
between classes or individuals is understood as natural, primeval, legitimate or just 
generally accepted (ibid., p. 104). Although this has some connotations of a conscious 
reflection upon power-relations, it should be noted that a misrecognition can take place 
unconsciously and thus without a deliberate reflection upon the nature of the relation. This 
can be deduced with the knowledge of the concept of Habitus, as the dispositions adopted 
are the result of both learning and experiences, both conscious and unconscious. 
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In general, the role and authority of pedagogy serves as a major site for symbolic violence 
and is linked to the very nature of the concept (ibid., p. 106). The main reason for this is that 
the very notion of pedagogy, or teaching, is founded upon the exertion of a power that is 
perceived as legitimate due to the authority it is ascribed with. Thus, symbolic violence 
reinforces the very power relations, i.e. authority, that makes it work and thus reproduces 
the relations of domination (ibid., p. 105). 
 
In this sense symbolic violence is a part of a game where “the prophet always preaches to 
the converted” and the relation “legitimates its product by producing legitimate consumers of 
that product” (ibid., p. 106-107). 
 
4.5 Reflexivity 
The concept of reflexivity is very closely linked to the epistemological issues presented 
earlier as it is a practical tool, created to overcome the dichotomy of subjectivism and 
objectivism. For Bourdieu one has to place the researcher under the same scrutiny as the 
object of research in order to account for the researchers relation to the researched – and 
thus approaching a more reliable account of what can be regarded as scientific knowledge 
(ibid., p. 61). In this sense, reflexivity is not only about reflecting upon one's practice as a 
researcher but rather to critically examine the very position of the scientist, its Habitus 
(Wacquant and Bourdieu, 1992, p. 41). 
This goes hand-in-hand with the notion of Phronetic Research that places a great degree of 
importance to the idea that the observer is placed in the same frame of meaning as the 
observed. The reason to do this is to minimise the extent to which the researchers ascribe 
meaning to the researched and thus imbue the object of research with their own thoughts 
and preconceived notions. In this sense the researcher must also put under scrutiny the 
tendency to intellectualise observations and saturate every action as something that has a 
greater significance and thus should be interpreted (ibid., p. 39). 
In other words: the aim of reflexivity is to increase ʻthe epistemological security of 
sociology.ʼ (ibid., p. 36). 
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4.6 Theory in praxis 
As is evident above, Bourdieuʼs sociological project has certain characteristics that bear 
resemblance to phronesis. Namely, there is a shared concern that behaviour should not be 
reduced to conscious rule-bound rationality but rather be seen as an outcome of 
internalisation of experiences and structures in society. In other words, not all aspects of 
human behaviour are based on conscious decision-making. This notion allows us to 
recognise that tendencies and collective behaviour is not only guided by subjective 
decision-making but also by overarching structures. 
In more specific terms, in regards to the Trampoline House, the concepts will be used to 
identify this connection. As such, all the concepts are intertwined and thus the notion of 
Field will be utilised along with the concept of Capital, in order to describe and demarcate 
the aspects of the surrounding society that has the greatest impact on the Trampoline 
House. In other words; the two thinking tools will be used to set the scene for an analysis of 
the Habitus of the Trampoline House and thus identify the relationship between the capitals 
of the surrounding Field and the specific setting in the Trampoline House. Symbolic 
Violence will be used to describe this process and to identify the unconscious elements of 
the internalisation of structures. Hence it will be used to describe the way in which people 
are steered in different directions. 
In this sense we also have Flyvbjergʼs considerations about ʻclassicʼ theory in mind when 
using our concepts. We have avoided any predicting and conclusive theories as the 
concepts we use do not anticipate a specific conclusion but is rather used to describe 
different modes of reality and the connection of theses. It is in this investigation that we 
have to use Reflexivity and thus point our analytical canons, not only towards our subject, 
but also towards our relation to the subject and thus ourselves. This has to be done in order 
to downplay the role of theory, in the sense that it should be critically used without imbuing 
every random act with meaning, and thus pay specific attention to be able to ground every 
part of our work empirically and thus step-by-step eliminate preconceived notions on our 
case.  
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5. Analysis 
 
5.1 A political Agenda 
When demarcating the Trampoline Houseʼs position within the related field we will adapt an 
institutional focus, perceiving the house as one social agent internally in consensus. We will 
here leave out the question of dealing with the house as a social arena, in which several 
individual social agents operate, to be tackled later in our analysis 
This chapter will serve the purpose of introducing the core values expressed by the 
Trampoline House mainly by drawing upon public documents and statements that have 
been formulated by the house. Hence portraying how economic, cultural and social capital 
is emphasised by the Trampoline House as an institution. These will again be appraised in 
relation to the houseʼs organisational capital as an institution and to how it is positioned 
within the field.  
In January 2009 ADT started two workshops in the asylum centres, Centre Kongelunden 
and Centre Sandholm. The aim of the workshops was to discuss relevant social problems 
created by the Danish asylum system. There were around 50 asylum seekers and Danish 
university students attending the workshops, cooperating in order to find ways to improve 
the living standard of asylum seekers. Yet an important premise of the discussion was that 
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the “solutions that was to be developed should be applicable without changing the Alien 
Act” (Trampoline House report, p. 7, Appendix 10, freely translated). 
The workshops identified three areas, where asylum seekers were particularly affected; 
forced isolation, poverty and passivation – all areas that called for creative solutions that 
could be practiced despite the current Alien Act. As an outcome of the legislative obstacles 
two projects were initiated; the first project being a cultural house and the second a 
magazine named visAvis, which should address the issues identified through the 
workshops (ibid.). The cultural house was named the Trampoline House and was 
established as a pilot project the 5th of March 2009. The number of visitors within this 
period showed that there was an actual need for such a house to become permanent and 
consequently the ADT became an independent institution the 1st of April 2009, with the 
primary purpose of collecting funding for the establishment and maintenance of a 
permanent Trampoline House (ibid.). Their work resulted in a funding by the Danish OAK 
foundation of 3 million Danish kroner to start and run the project for the following 2 years 
and 8 months (ibid). It portrays how the house already from the beginning mobilised and 
organised itself, being a premise in order to be taken serious and acquiring a position within 
the field, which in itself can be conceptualised as an early process of gaining power. Hence, 
an expression of the Trampoline House gaining organisational capital. 
 
 
5.1.1 The Permanent Trampoline House 
On the 27th of November 2010 the permanent Trampoline House was opened as a private, 
user driven and non-profit organisation located in Skyttegade 3, Nørrebro. Locating the 
house in the centre of Copenhagen was intentional as its accessibility aimed to “create a 
possibility for average Danes to meet with asylum seekers and vice versa” (ibid., p. 4, freely 
translated). 
This accessibility for the ʻaverage Daneʼ to meet asylum seekers became an important 
bedrock for the house, which believes that “integration is a two-way process with the 
underlying basis of respect for the other part” (ibid., freely translated). Important to add to 
this encounter between asylum seekers and Danish citizens is the innovative approach to 
voluntary work: 
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“The Trampoline House does not support conventional humanitarian work of relief, which often 
requires a helper-victim relation. Instead of offering the asylum seekers our help, the 
Trampoline House asks for their help. Thus the asylum seekers are given the opportunity to rise 
to the occasion as active, creative and generous individuals who work in an equal relation with 
the Danish citizens who also use the house” (ibid., freely translated). 
 
Along these lines the house was established on the grounds of structural considerations, 
which could facilitate a platform with practical workarounds in direct dispute with the current 
Alien Act.  
A reaction against three identified areas was manifested in the Trampoline House report, 
which was formulated in order to apply for funding to finance a permanent Trampoline 
House. In this report the three identified areas are imbedded in the foundational values of 
the house, thus portraying how different capitals are symbolically emphasised within the 
arena: 
Firstly, the isolation was challenged in the establishment of a space outside of the camp 
facilitating: 
 
“[…] mutual learning, empowerment and integration in its purest form. […] [the asylum seekers] 
can break with the daily social isolation and retrieve and make use of the many resources they 
already possess meanwhile introduced to the Danish language and culture. For the residential 
citizens despite ethnicity (…) the house is a place where to learn about other cultures and 
languages, which will make it easier to break with the gradually acquired them/us perspective” 
(ibid, freely translated). 
 
When dealing with isolation the Trampoline House believes that the current political field 
has excluded asylum seekers in the acquirement of social capital within the Danish society, 
by geographically distancing the asylum seekers from general society. The Trampoline 
House thus constructed a centralised platform in Copenhagen in an attempt to increase the 
asylum seekersʼ possibility of acquiring social capital. It is a constructed platform in the 
sense that they attempt to create an exception within the political field. The exception lies in 
the fact that not every asylum seeker is given the opportunity of acquiring this social capital, 
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as the Trampoline House only is able to accommodate the transportation fees for a limited 
amount of asylum seekers.  
Secondly, the passivation was addressed by the establishment of a user-driven house 
where “the activities are voluntary and as much as possible based on the competences of 
the users” (ibid., freely translated). The user-driven aspect is additionally manifested in the 
Tuesday House Meetings, which is the houseʼs highest authority where issues are 
discussed and decided upon through an ideology of direct democracy scaling each voice 
equally (ibid.). 
By addressing passivation through these measures, the Trampoline House shows its 
reaction against excluding the asylum seekers in the cultural capital acquired when 
partaking in a democracy. By implementing the user-driven concept the house attempts to 
empower the asylum seekers to voluntarily partake in the daily running of the house. 
And finally, the poverty was seen as the biggest challenge as it is perceived that the current 
legislation creates a social and juridical ʻstate of exceptionʼ by depriving the asylum seekers 
basic rights to work and live outside the camps. The response of the house was to create 
an “exception from the state of exception” (ibid., freely translated) in two ways: one by 
implementing the pay-what-you-can-principle as a foundation for the activities in the house, 
and secondly by providing transportation tickets for the asylum seekers to visit the house. 
However the transportation ticket scheme was stop the 12th of March 2012 due to a lack of 
funding and is currently only giving tickets to the ones who are in ʻpraktikʼ (diary, 6th of 
March 2012, p. 14, Appendix 9).  
In this instance it is not possible for the Trampoline House to facilitate an acquirement of 
economic capital as the asylum seekers are prohibited to do so as an outcome of the 
political field. By introducing the pay-what-you-can-principle the social agent – the 
Trampoline House - attempts to devaluate economic capital. Thus the Trampoline House 
attempts to construct a vacuum that in alternative ways opposes the juridical restrictions set 
in the political field. 
This brief outline of the politically oriented values behind the establishment of the house 
strongly illustrates its connection to a political field, yet the sense of belonging to the field is 
not a relation of consensus but quite contrary: The values that form the foundation of the 
daily administration and coordination of the house has shown to be direct reactions against 
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the current asylum system, which consequently is believed to produce passive and isolated 
people. This corresponds with the intention of the project which is to facilitate an arena 
where the asylum seekers can experience empowerment by actively partaking in the 
acquirement of capital in two aspects: Cultural capital – through the user-driven element 
and the democratic practices and social capital – through the geographical setting of the 
house. Nevertheless the house is restricted in facilitating empowerment in the acquirement 
of economic capital, due to the introduction of the pay-what-you-can principle, distorting the 
high value bestowed upon economic capital. 
 
5.1.2 The Political Field 
In the following we will demarcate the political field concerning the policy area of refugees – 
the subfield the Trampoline House has shown to be in relation to. Furthermore we will 
briefly analyse the attitude of domination that has been present since the origin of the 
subfield with the establishment of the Alien Act. 
In June 1983 the Alien Act became effective and was perceived by many to be a particularly 
liberal and humanitarian approach towards refugees seeking asylum in Denmark (Aarhus 
Universitet, 2011). However soon after implementation the act was tightened through 
restrictions, already starting from the mid-eighties (ibid.). These tightening interventions was 
continuously enforced to such a degree that Denmark in 2002 was categorised as one of 
the most restrictive countries to enter in all of Europe (ibid.).  
The original formulation of the Alien Act from 1983 allowed easy access to Denmark and 
consequently increasing influx of refugees mainly from Iran, Iraq, Israel, Palestine, Somalia 
and the latest influx from Eastern Europe (ibid.). 
On the grounds of this tendency the policy area concerning refugee asylum seekers 
consequently became target for continuous tightening, which most recently was reproduced 
by the former VK government, with the additional restrictions on family reunification in 2002 
(ibid.).  
Opinion polls from the period 1990 to 1993 conducted by Gallup showed that 59% of the 
Danish population would like to restrict the refugeesʼ access to the country; 72% believe 
that the social goods attract refugees; and 72% believe that Denmark should uphold a 
characteristically Danish culture and not become multi ethnical (Gallup, 1990-1993, freely 
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translated). These opinion polls, conducted in a period of extensive influx of refugees, 
shows that the political and juridical interventions were endorsed and reproduced by a 
predominating attitude within a greater political field. When turning to Bourdieu it can be 
deduced that the political and juridical interventions have been endorsed and 
acknowledged by a greater dominating attitude found in the population and vice versa. 
Therefore the dominating attitude towards a restrictive approach to the policy area of 
refugees has so far been in possession of a symbolic capital, which has legitimised an 
execution of power. The continuous juridical tightening of the Alien Act can in this respect 
be seen as a symptomatic practice of symbolic capital legitimised to the predominating 
attitude of restriction within the political power field concerning the policy area of 
refugees. 
 
To bring this attitude of restriction up to date the latest manifestation is found in the 
previous VK governmentʼs declaration. Herein the tone towards rejected asylum seekers 
placed in a limbo-like situation where an involuntary deportation cannot be forced 
through, was to continuously consider new initiatives that could put pressure on the 
rejected asylum seeker to cooperate in a voluntary deportation. These initiatives being 
ʻmotivating measuresʼ that to some degree deteriorate the asylum seekersʼ living 
conditions by either a) having regular meetings with the police, b) being transferred to an 
isolated deportation camp, c) annulment of activation and pocket money and/or d) being 
placed in the Ellebæk prison as a preventive intervention (Bendixen, 2011, p. 21). Quite 
contrary to this attitude towards asylum seekers and in particular those rejected, is the 
current government declaration proposing: 
  
“[…] a proper and decent treatment of the asylum seekers while they are in Denmark. The 
asylum seekers shall have the possibility to work and live outside of the camps. This way the 
rejected asylum seekers will be built up as human beings and acquire additional competences. 
Hence they will more easily integrate in Denmark if asylum is granted or have better 
requisitions to start a new life when returning to their home country.” (S-SF-R. Governmental 
Declaration, 2011, freely translated). 
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Given that the form of government in Denmark is practiced through representative 
democracy, the political and juridical outcome can be seen as a symptomatic production 
of a predominating attitude within the population. Based on this assumption the 
abovementioned quote from the current government declaration reflects a change of 
attitude and consequently a potential redistribution of symbolic capital within the political 
subfield concerning the policy area of refugees. More specifically this meaning that the 
dominating attitude of restriction found in the previous government declaration and which 
can be traced back to the mid-eighties where the Alien Act became target for continuous 
tightening has been challenged by a somewhat humane attitude, introduced in the 
current government declaration. The fact that this attitude reached into the government 
declaration suggests that it is a predominating attitude behind the proposal, both 
endorsing and acknowledging a more humane approach to asylum seekers, whether 
rejected or in process. On the 5th of January 2011 a commission was appointed to 
discuss “asylum seekers possibilities to access the labour market and live outside of the 
camps” (Justitsministeriet, 2011, freely translated). The commission constituted different 
ministries and representatives from the Red Cross (ibid.). 
 
Appraising the Houseʼs website today, their slogan reflects a different tone: When looking at 
the report, the encounter between Danish citizens and asylum seekers was rather to learn 
about each-othersʼ cultures opposing a discursive ʻthem/us perspectiveʼ, than to work “[…] 
for a just and humane refugee- and asylum policy in Denmark” (the Trampoline House, 
2010). Thus a comparison, of the initial aim with the more updated formulation, suggests a 
change in the rhetoric from, at least a more hidden political agenda to one that to a greater 
extent explicitly addresses their involvement in politics. In the following we will shed light 
upon how the house has claimed to have increasingly gained relevant capital, strengthening 
their dispositions and potentially their positioning within the field acquiring more 
organisational capital. 
 
In correspondence to the current government proposal for a more humane approach to the 
treatment of asylum seekers, the Trampoline House has rearmed their involvement in the 
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greater struggle of the field and attempted to strengthen their disposition by emphasising 
the capital they possess. 
The Trampoline Houseʼs proclamation and articulation of being somewhat experts with 
knowledgeable experience was explicitly manifested in the launch of their campaign, Out of 
the Camps. The campaign should result in a demonstration the 13th of May, mobilising 
asylum seekers from the nearby camps to Copenhagen and meet with Danish citizens to 
“speak with many voices to be heard” and for “asylum seekers and other experts in the 
Danish asylum system [to] discuss the living conditions in the camps and question the 
asylum system” (Out of the camps, 2012). This could indicate the Trampoline Houseʼs 
desire to differentiate themselves from similar agents e.g. the Red Cross in order to hold a 
monopoly in this subsector of the field concerning refugee- and asylum policy.  
The campaign was initiated on the grounds of their exclusion from the appointed 
commission and a practical manifestation of their attempt at strengthening their position in 
the political struggle of domination. 
 
Photos from the Out of the Camp Manifestation 13th of May: Taken by Mette Kramer Kristensen from Modkraft 
 
On the 8th of May the Trampoline House invited all the users to an extraordinary Tuesday 
House Meeting to discuss the future of the house. The meeting started by Morten giving the 
news of the commissionʼs acceptance of receiving a proposal from the Trampoline House to 
take into consideration before the public proposal the 15th of May (diary 8th of May 2012, 
Appendix 9). The following days would invite all users to participate in the discussion and 
formulation of a final document with the houseʼs recommendations to be sent Friday the 
11th of May the latest. This suggests a turn of event where the Trampoline Houseʼs 
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continuous proclamation and articulation of being somewhat experts with knowledgeable 
experience has paid off in the form of an acknowledgement of the house as a significant 
and recognised agent. It is hence also an expression of an increased acquisition of 
organisational capital. A long these lines, the recent event implies that the Trampoline 
House is to some extent in possession of both a specific set of cultural and social capital 
that is increasingly being acknowledged and recognised as important stakes in the greater 
struggle of power. In theoretical terms the Trampoline House has to some extent been able 
to transform their specific sets of cultural and social capitals into organisational capital, 
recognised and legitimised as symbolic capital by the predominant agents within the 
political field, hence automatically leading to an increased powerful position. 
 
Sub-conclusion 
When returning to position the Trampoline House as an agent within the political field the 
project was initiated as a response to the asylum system, which can be seen as a 
symptomatic outcome of a predominating attitude existing in the policy area of refugees. 
Thus the houseʼs relation to the field is a relation of incongruity and a practical manifestation 
of a political opinion that opposes a dominating attitude of restriction. As stated in the 
Trampoline House report, the intention of the project was to find creative solutions that were 
applicable despite the current legislation. Thus, the House explicitly announced their 
subordination when entering the field, surrendering to the full domination of the symptomatic 
juridical outcome that conserves a greater dominating attitude within the field. 
Therefore the Trampoline House called upon creative solutions in the strategising of values, 
which ideally serves most profitable in respect to the cultural capital they possess. The 
house entered the political struggle for power by taking alternative approaches to the 
dominant discursive formations within the juridical system in acquiring organisational 
capital, yet not explicit with the aim of transforming the juridical structures. 
Nevertheless there are indications that the Trampoline Houseʼs implicit participation in the 
struggle for power has changed in character into an explicit one. This can suggest a change 
in their positioning within the political field, as the power of state – and thus the power to 
change and regulate the rules within the field – has been seized by a new government. The 
outcome of a seizure over power of state can lead to a new strategising of values for the 
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different capital forms which could increase the cultural and social capital, hence, 
organisational capital that the Trampoline House possesses ultimately increasing their 
power in relation to other agents in the field.        
 
In other words it portrays how the house in order to have a more powerful position has 
integrated the political horison into their organisational structures. It can therefore be argued 
that an increased acquisition of organisational capital within the political field, leads to 
increased organisational structures and hence an increased politicisation of the Trampoline 
House. 
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5.2 The reproduction of the Trampoline House 
 
In the following chapter we will look at the overall values of the house, identified in the 
previous chapter, and how the individual user may internalise these. This will lead to an 
analysis of the culture practiced in the house and a discussion of whether this is dominated 
by one specific culture represented through the users or if it proposes a separated 3rd 
culture. On the ground of the analytical findings the chapter will result in an analysis of 
integration as a two way process, and how this may or may not have an impact on the 
different users of the house. Thus this chapter will draw lines between the organisational 
structures of the Trampoline House and in which fashion these may be internalised and 
reproduced by the single user of the house.  
 
Before proceeding, it is necessary to explicitly define how we will respond to the different 
users as representatives of the different groupings in the house. If we look at the 
Trampoline House' own description, they define the users of the house to be “[...] asylum 
seekers, Danish citizens and anybody else” (The Trampoline House, 2011). In our analysis 
we will be cautious about assigning our respondents a representative character for one of 
these categories, as each of the categories entail a diverse group of individuals, who we do 
not see fit to be assigned one particular set of dispositions. Rather we trust that our 
empirical data and the chosen respondents do represent the diversity of habitus and, 
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consequently dispositions, in the sense that they in contrast to each other are spanned over 
very different habitus and dispositions. 
 
5.2.1 The Reproduction of Organisational Structures 
In the following we will employ the three identified areas of isolation, poverty and 
passivation, which the Trampoline House as an organisation is a response to. These will be 
the basis of an analysis of how the intrusive initiatives are rearticulated and reproduced by 
the users of the house. 
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Isolation  
Firstly the establishment of the house in the centre of Copenhagen is meant to break with 
an isolation of asylum seekers, leaving both parties of asylum seekers and Danish residents 
in a relation of reciprocal ignorance of one an other, whether being Danish residents' 
ignorance of the asylum seekers or vice versa.  
 
In the following quotation Ismail expresses how he relates to the choice of placing the 
house in a central geographical area and thus making the house more accessible for the 
Danish residents than the camps. 
 
“the Danish culture for me, I don't know; before I came to Trampoline House I had no conversations 
with Danes before I came here. The culture is too close. [...] So when I came to this house many 
people come try to know your name and what is your studies and many get friendly from here. So I 
think if we only were in the camps and came to school only and went back. We would not get to talk 
with anyone, I know that. The culture is too difficult”(Ismail, 2012, p. 1, Appendix 8). 
 
This statement portrays an experience of having difficulties when encountering Danish 
people and culture.  Based on observations and conversations in the house this difficulty 
seems to stem from isolation and consequently ignorance among Danish residents of who 
these asylum seekers are:  
 
“I am asked why Danish people do not like asylum seekers and for the next hour the talk revolves 
around this issue; […] it seems to me that there is a interest to build relations between Danes and 
asylum seekers, but the lack of Danes makes it hard to fulfil this desire” (diary, 29th of February 2012, 
p. 7, Appendix 9). 
 
Approaching this initiative to break with the isolation from a different perspective, Sif assigns 
this platform that facilitates a face-to-face encounter a truth-telling and more sincere 
significance than what she experienced through her education:  
 
“[…] when you are being educated to become a social worker then it is on the premises within the 
framework of the system and it is not so much about being critical to how the system is treating human 
beings but rather a reproduction of the system and the underlying structures of power: To learn it in 
order to act within it. So I wanted to know more and receive some information that was not given by 
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my teachers […] I felt I had a need for something more real and felt that I could not trust what I was 
told because it came from the system itself” (Sif, 2012, p. 1, Appendix 5, freely translated). 
  
Thus the values of the house, in the two abovementioned quotations, has been assigned 
the role of a helping hand to enlighten both parties, either in respect of a socialising- or truth 
telling organisation. 
 
Poverty 
The pay-what-you-can culture may indicate how economic capital is assessed within the 
house. The economic capital in the house is in many aspects not an important part of how 
the house functions. Janni comments on how she is a representative for DFUNK does not 
assign the outcome of the Café an economical objective, nor as success criteria: 
 
“DFUNK can […] invest 20.000 [DKK] in the Café on a yearly basis. So of course there is a 
wish for [the Café] to run more stabile with a stronger economical foundation so that this 
amount can decrease and become more sustainable. But that is not an objective in itself.” 
(Janni, 2012, p. 2, Appendix 3, freely translated). 
 
According to Bourdieu, economic capital has features of modern capitalism, with the 
overarching goal of profit-maximisation. However this does not seem to be the point in the 
Trampoline House, as the implementation of a donation culture in the café is a downplay of 
economical self-interest and thus economic capital.  
 
Following the line of a downplay of value assigned economic capital we will in the following 
look at how this is perceived and either justified or questioned by the user of the house. 
When Bashir is being asked about his opinion on the pay-what-you-can principle he replies: 
 
”It is a good idea. It's a kind of respect. […] Donations means that […] you respect me when I work, for 
example. I can give you food and coffee and they give me 2DKK or 1DKK, right? […] If they don't give 
any donation it means something, if they thanks to me.” (Bashir, 2012, p. 15, freely translated). 
 
This opinion shows us that what actually is valued is the symbolic act of appreciation and 
acknowledgement of the people who have worked in the café. In Bashir's opinion, the 
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respect for both the house and the workers is the centre of the issue. Hence, economic 
capital does not seem to be a necessary possessed capital in the struggle of improving the 
individual actors positioning, and any donation of economic capital is received as a 
symbolism of respect and acknowledgment, rather than the monetary value.  
Bashir elaborates on this point: 
 
“There should not be any fixed prices, 2 kroner 3 kroner, no. Otherwise it becomes like a restaurant 
outside [the Trampoline House] where people earn money […] you have to pay and if you cannot pay 
you donʼt get anything” (ibid., freely translated).  
 
It again supports Bourdieuʼs presumption that along with money also follows certain power 
relations and struggles, which creates a certain distinction between people.	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A different perspective to the pay-what-you-can principle is articulated by Katrine who 
assigns” 'human dignity' in the thing about having to pay for something […] But there is also 
a lot of people that can't pay anything”  (Katrine, 2012, p. 3, Appendix 4, freely translated). 
What Katrine seems to be implying here is that there may be a relation between economic 
capital and human dignity in, at least, the Danish society, which also is a presupposition 
found in Mortenʼs aversion for the client-beneficiary relationship, where the clients are 
passively fostered by the beneficiary (diary, 8th of March 2012, p. 17, Appendix 9). As 
Katrine points out nonetheless, a pure user-charged system places some of the users 
within the house in a subordinated position. This argument is underlined in a conversation 
found in our diaries, where a user from one of the asylum centres explains that he cannot 
afford to come to the house anymore, because they stopped handing bus-tickets out (diary, 
22nd of March 2012, p. 30, Appendix 9).  
 
This implies that lack of money can lead to social exclusion. The bus-tickets stopped being 
handed out because the house did not have the money for it, therefore on the other hand, 
one could argue that a form of income in the house could be beneficial to avoid social 
exclusion. 
 
For Morten beneficiary solution would be if they could circumscribe the economic 
relationship completely, exactly in order to avoid these types of differentiations based on 
economic capital occurring between people within the house (diary, 8th of March 2012, p. 
17, Appendix 9). The bus tickets hence also constitute a similar economic capital that before 
the houseʼs distribution ended, presumably constituted a minor black market in the sense 
that the house was used by some as a source to improve their economic capital through the 
distribution of transportation tickets. In one of the very first diaries there was and 
observation of distinguishing between those asylum seekers who constantly had their 
jackets on and those who did not (diary, 6th of March 2012, p. 15, Appendix 9). This 
distinction served to differentiate between those asylum seekers who merely visited the 
house within the time-frame where tickets were handed out and those who stayed for other 
purposes such as ʻpraktikʼ. This observation illustrates that the exceptional vacuum of the 
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Trampoline House is constantly in contrast with the related social reality, and that this 
deliberate construction of an exception in contrast to the surrounding social reality, has 
continuously consequences for how the users make use of the house.  
 
Morten Goll who is one of the daily administrators of the house reflects upon this issue. For 
Morten the solution could be to allow the asylum seekers, as is the case for Danish students 
and elderly people, to acquire a discount travelling card that allowed them to pay for 
themselves out of the money they received from the Danish Red Cross. This would also 
eliminate the current exchange of tickets between the people in ʻpraktikʼ and the house 
(diary, 8th of March 2012, p. 17, Appendix 9). What this suggestion holds is a reflection upon 
how the ticket distribution is constantly upholding some power relations between the three 
administrators of the house and its users. When practising the almost ceremonial ticket 
distribution puts the distributor in a position of domination and in possession of greater 
economic capital than the receiver who is place in a subordinated position receiving some 
economic capital that is of great importance in the surrounding social reality of the 
Trampoline House. 
 
Finally our interviews have also shown a third relation to the pay-what-you-can culture: 
Cherif argues that you get too many things in the house for free and that people could 
actually afford to buy things in the house, because he sees people go out and spend 45 
DKK for a beer. Beer is an item in the house, that has a recommend price of 5DKK for 
asylum seekers, which he means is affordable (Cherif, 2012, p. 2, Appendix 1).  
 
It portrays that there are very different preconceptions about what role money constitutes in 
the social arena. According to Cherif it would not be a problem for him and other asylum 
seekers to pay for their own beer. This is for him perceived to be generalisable for also the 
other asylum seekers. This discussion about the thin line between having fixed prices and 
'beneficial-charity' reveals, that economic capital plays an important role to the other capital 
forms, both in form of the respect that lies in donating and in form of the risk of social 
exclusion.   
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Passivation 
With the establishment of the Trampoline House the passivation that the asylum seekers 
are perceived to be exposed to by the Danish society, are obliged by structuring the house 
as user-driven, highly drawing upon a practice of direct democracy. 
From observations of a Tuesday House Meeting mainly focusing on the future of the 
Trampoline House in respect to the recommendations they had been invited to hand-in to 
the commission working on a proposal for a new asylum system, the first argument in 
exposing the foundation of the Trampoline House to the greater system lies within a believe 
that “It is more fun to be within the house rather than outside – we make inclusion a 
common responsibility that should be shared between fellow citizens and newcomers” 
(diary, 8th of May 2012, p. 40, Appendix 9, freely translated). 
At this same meeting the highly valued democracy of the house was expressed and 
practised by the users of the house, who did not agree in the future strategies that was 
proposed by the initiator of the house, Morten: “Liv and Thomas say that this is such a big 
issue that it should not be rushed through as we have to practice what we preach and take 
the discussion of the future structuring of the house collectively.” (ibid., p. 43, freely 
translated). 
 
Katrine who expresses how the democracy of the house is the underlying basis further 
substantiates this: 
 
“[…] I see the house as kind of mobile… or that it constantly is democratic in the groundwork, 
and thus all the time has to move in a direction that is navigated by the situations that arises. “ 
(Katrine, 2012, p. 1, Appendix 4, freely translated). 
 
For Cherif this attempt to confront the passivation has a more practical appreciation, 
whereof he highlights the ʻpraktikʼ as a way for him to break with his passivation: 
 
“When I started to come her, I continue and I get praktik. I feel a little free […] relaxing.  
Not like when I go to the camp, I sleep… no activity no nothing. I start my praktik here and Friday I 
sleep here and in the morning take praktik first than go back. Specially for cleaning when you have 
praktik Saturday morning you sleep here.“ (Cherif, 2012, p. 1, Appendix 1). 
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It can therefore be argued that the house in someway constitutes a platform from where the 
asylum seekers position themselves in contrast to the passivity of the camps. A position 
that both legitimises the role of the Trampoline House, while also ensuring that the actors of 
this social arena feel the urge and need to follow the houseʼs ideal on empowerment.   
 
5.2.2 The 3rd Culture 
Based on previous sub-chapters' identifications of how organisational values are 
internalised by the single user, we will now proceed and look into how the cultural outcome 
of the interplay between the structural values and their reproduction through the individual 
agents is influenced by the various cultural backgrounds put into play in the house. 
Due to the delimitations of our project we will not attempt to grasp all the dispositions of 
cultural capital at play in the house but rather look at how the culture is on one hand distinct 
from - and yet influenced by - other cultures. This will be analysed by focusing on the way 
by which the users find this particular culture distinct from any other. Assuming that the 
characteristic of the culture in the house is a result of a hodgepodge of the various cultural 
capitals each user brings with him in the house.  
 
Our interviews have revealed that the first encounter with the house has in particular made 
an impression on the Danish respondents, who each in different ways express a relation of 
unaccustomed to the social dynamics of the house: 
 
“I came to the Trampoline House for the first time alone on a Friday night, and was completely 
overwhelmed by the hospitality I met. A hospitality that I have never met before in Denmark, so warm 
and open. A very 'undanish' way of meeting other people, I really felt comfortable here. (Sif, 2012, p. 
1, Appendix 5, freely translated). 
 
Ditte who describes her first meeting as following repeats this: 
 
”I was really met so well... I mean, I felt as if the minute I walk in through the door people were like: Welcome, 
come in, pleasure to meet you, what is your name? What do you do? An incredibly open atmosphere. […] It 
was really crazy coming to a place for the first time, without knowing anybody, and then just feel so welcome 
and comfortable.” (Ditte, 2012, p. 1, Appendix 7, freely translated). 
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The quotations imply that the house does not practice a cultural gesture towards strangers 
that is perceived to be typically Danish. Quite contrary the house is characterised by a 
peculiar welcoming openness and hospitality. This openness is, in relation to Bourdieuʼs 
concept of symbolic violence, relevant in the sense that the practice of symbolic violence is 
not encountered with the same resistance if executed in a subtle manner. This is 
substantiated by Katrine who perceives the house as a forum where one is more prone 
to“[…] be plunged into to a situation where you have no clue of rules of the game is at play. 
“ (Katrine, 2012, s. 2, Appendix 4, freely translated). 
 
For Cherif on the other hand the equality of the house is articulated with great enthusiasm 
when stating following: 
 
“In this house everyone is the same, it is for that I love this house. Everybody equal here. People donʼt 
tell you the bad words or something like that. Everyone is equal. There is the colour difference, but 
mind and physic I think everything is the same. In the house I have same rights and freedom even 
though my situation” (Cherif, 2012, p. 2, Appendix 1). 
 
For Cherif the practice of equality as an emotional and very appreciated attribute, can be 
explained in relation to his acknowledgement of being an asylum seeker and consequently 
having very different disposition outside of the vacuum of the Trampoline House. 
The element of user-driven democracy can thus be seen as a way of introducing Danish 
values to the asylum-seekers, who may not come from a country with a democratic form of 
government. On the other hand, this user-driven democracy opens up for asylum-seekers 
ʻright and freedomʼ to introduce their values to the house. 
 
This exchange of perspectives makes it very interesting to appraise the general opinion 
shared by many of the users of the house that the asylum camps are pacifying and 
unhealthy. In Mortenʼs opinion, being in Denmark can be so unhealthy for some asylum 
seekers, due to the isolation within the camps, and are therefore better off going back to 
where they came from (diary, 8th of March 2012, p. 17, Appendix 9). It should not be 
neglected that the juridical structures in the Danish refugee system has a powerful impact 
on the bodies of the asylum seekers, as the ʻtough lives in the campʼ was a narrative that 
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we encountered throughout our interviews on both sides. It is important to reflect and still 
keep in mind that this narrative serves, as portrayed earlier, an important role in the 
justification and legitimisation of the Trampoline Houseʼ existence. The narrative can due to 
its strategic role for the house easily be an element that further empowers the asylum 
seekers own experience of being oppressed. It is hence an area that needs to be brought 
out into the open so that it can be reflected upon, to always be kept in mind when operating 
in the social arena. 
 
5.2.3 Integration as a Two-way Process 
As previously mentioned the Trampoline House views integration as a two-way process of 
mutual learning, in the sense that “not only asylum seekers engage to be integrated, but 
that [the integration project of the Trampoline House] should also include Danish citizens to 
come and get educated in diversity.” (diary, 17th of April 2012, p. 35, Appendix 9).  Along 
these lines it is relevant too look upon the educational aspect of the house. 
  
In an interview with Bashir, he says that he has functioned as an interpreter in various 
cases: 
 
“I can translate. It will also benefit for me to learn English, to improve English, to meet new people 
also, also to discussion by English and Danish, of course.”  (Bashir, 2012, p. 5, Appendix 6).  
 
This quote implies that the ones who teach in the house also acquire some new knowledge 
or increase their social network. Furthermore, it also reveals that there is a close relation 
between cultural- and social capital in the house. The reason for this may be that the house 
both functions as a social and an educational institution. These two variations are in most 
cases interdependent and connected in the act of sharing, which is both materially sharing 
food and drinks, but also immaterial partaking in common responsibilities such as 
organisational tasks (Susanne, 2012, p. 2, Appendix 4).  
 
Along the line of the argument, that the house functions as an educational institution, Bashir 
says that the house “[...] is a very big university for [him]; a big school, where your can learn 
other things, that you can't learn other places” (Bashir, 2012, p. 10, Appendix 6). This 
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comparison is substantiated by Ivan who describes the routine of the house as being similar 
to a school system:  
 
“In the house you have a system a routine like school, today you have history tomorrow you have 
Math. Monday for the women, Tuesday, Wednesday, Thursday, Friday for every person. Every day 
there is a system, a routine” (Ivan, 2012, p. 2, Appendix 2).  
 
This 'routine' is something that you need to learn in the house, because the house distincts 
itself from any other place the users may have experienced before (ibid.). This is 
substantiated by Katrine stating: “[…] here is a community of common accept and respect. 
It's a culture that it takes some time to get used to but the people in the house make it easy 
to navigate [...] (Katrine, 2012, p. 2, Appendix 4, freely translated). Both Katrine and Ivan 
acknowledge that an internalisation of the house is necessary in order to be socially active 
in the house, because the house is different to the various cultures represented in the 
house.  
 
Sub-conclusion  
When putting together the so-far analytical building blocks it can be argued that the 
structural values of the house, established on the organisational level of the Trampoline 
House, has to some degree been internalised by the users of the house, who are 
continuously reproducing the articulation of these values. Our argument of the culture found 
in the house is a hodgepodge of the various cultural capitals at play, substantiates the final 
analytical point that the house has an educational aspect that is relevant for all users of the 
house, whether in form of introducing Western values that is at stake in the Danish society 
or in the form a more open-minded attitude. This implies that the internal agents of the 
house exercise symbolic violence upon each other in a manner, made possible by the 
perceived legitimacy of the core values of the house, which facilitates mutual 
understanding. 
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If returning to the value assessment that phronesis puts forth it can be argued that within 
the house the execution of symbolic violence is reflected upon as a desirable interaction, in 
the sense that it is legitimised as a necessity in order to empower all parts of the users and 
succeed in integration as a two-way process.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5.3 The Collaboration between DFUNK and the Trampoline 
House 
 
In this chapter we intend to appraise how the collaboration between DFUNK and the 
Trampoline House is expressed through the cafe. This will be done by first evaluating the 
more practical structures and initiatives expressed within the café, followed up by the 
subjective narratives of the people behind the steering group of the café. This will offer us 
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an insight into the merger between these two agents. It will help us to understand the 
organisational role of the café as an agent within Trampoline House and enable us to 
portray areas where reflexivity would benefit the dispositions of the actors in charge of the 
more organisational aspects of the café. 
 
The café that are being run within the Trampoline House has, in collaboration with DFUNK, 
set up a steering group in charge of organising the café. The steering group is principally 
open towards all users that might be interested in taking part of the more organisational 
tasks.  
There have been people with asylum background attending the meetings in the beginning, 
but at the present moment the group is composed of only Danish volunteers (diary, 25th of 
April 2012, p. 36, Appendix 9). Two from DFUNK and two whom participate as users from 
the Trampoline House (Rosenquist, 2012, Appendix 13). The café itself is active from 
Tuesdays to Thursdays, 3 to 7 pm. 
 
The economical aspects for the café constitute a ʻnaturalʼ limitation for its ability to 
reproduce. As mentioned earlier, DFUNK has put aside 20.000 DKK for the period 2012-13 
(diary, 29th of February 2012, p. 8, Appendix 9). This covers the daily expenses. Trying to 
balance this, the café follows the general Trampoline House principle of pay-what-you-can, 
which allows them to receive a small amount of money in return for the services that they 
provide. The café is not allowed to put prices on their commodities because they do not 
have the proper authorisations needed for running a professional kitchen. In the period 
January-March 2012 the ʻpay-what-you-canʼ principle produced 971 DKK, which, together 
with the money from DFUNK, gave the café a tiny surplus when all the expenses had been 
payed (Rosenquist, 2012, p. 2, Appendix 13). This surplus was made possible with some 
initiatives that had been slowly developed in the period January-March 2012 aiming at 
making the café more sustainable.  
 
The steering group of the café has established a daily routine of picking up a trolley full of 
bread and cakes from Lagkagehuset on Nørrebro (Janni, 2012, p. 1, Appendix 16). Similar 
contacts have been established with three greengrocers, the "Corner Shop" on Skyttegade, 
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"Folkets Frugt & Grønt" and "Minimarket & Aya Fisk" both on Griffenfeldsgade, whom have 
all agreed to donate the groceries that they otherwise are unable to sell. All the café 
members have to do is to drop in when it suits them and enquire if the greengrocers have 
put anything aside (Ema, 2012, p. 1, Appendix 15).  There is also a more loose agreement 
with ʻKøbenhavns Fødevarefællesskab' approximately once a week to get the leftovers from 
their distribution of local organic groceries (diary, 25th of April, p. 36, Appendix 9).  
 
From October 2011 the café made an arrangement with the Trampoline House so that it 
would be possible for two asylum seekers to get ʻpraktikʼ within the café, similar to the rest 
of the house. In return they would receive bus tickets, sponsored by the house, so that they 
would be able to travel back and forth between the asylum centres and Copenhagen. The 
distribution of tickets and management of the ʻpraktikʼ is handled by Morten.  
 
The economical funding of the café does therefore not affect the users of the house, 
because this exchange has been moved up to a more organisational level. Through the 
distribution of tickets nonetheless, ʻpraktikʼ introduces economic capital as a resource in the 
relation between the café and its users doing ʻpraktikʼ. This economical aspect of the 
organisational structure is, as portrayed in previous chapter, at the same time a reflection of 
how the Trampoline House in general organise its practice as an institution. Hence on a 
structural level it reveals an internalisation of the practices of the Trampoline House.   
 
More specifically the work within the café has been divided into two shifts. The first 
stretches from 2 to 4 pm and the second from 4 to 7 pm. Hence, the staff for each shift 
consists of minimum 2 volunteer and 2 asylum seekers. The first shift from 2 to 4 pm is 
responsible for picking up and buying what is needed in the kitchen, and generally 
preparing coffee, tea and bread. The second shift, also prepare coffee and tea, but are also 
encouraged to make some hot food for the people inside the house to eat around 6 pm 
(Skydt, 2012, Appendix 14).  
For the people preparing to open the café it has been communicated from the steering 
group that it is okay to lock the door or close the shutters thereby sealing of the counter into 
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the kitchen in order to have some space to prepare the day (diary, 25th of April 2012, p. 36, 
Appendix 9).   
This section portrays that, on an organisational level it seems to be evident that a certain 
level of specialisation is present in the establishment of the cafe within the Trampoline 
House. This can be perceived as beneficial in relation to the portrayed development in the 
first analytical chapter, where an increased politicisation of the house was detected, hence, 
acquiring a more powerful position within the political field. The argument here being that 
the increased involvement and acknowledgement within the political field seems to nourish 
an increased structuring of the organisation. How this affects the dynamics within the house 
therefore becomes an interesting thing to appraise, but for now our primary focus in this part 
of the analysis will be on how these organisational structures of the café are expressed. 
 
5.3.1 The café before DFUNK  
As mentioned earlier, the café was initiated in the Trampoline House and later merged with 
DFUNK. Together, the people who originally became interested in the café and the people 
from DFUNK have developed a vision behind the café. As the scope of the café rests upon 
a somewhat well-defined, but also conflicting, foundation of values, an insight of these 
values is necessary in order to understand the incentive behind the creation of a café, its 
goals and the value ascribed to the ʻpraktikʼ. 
 
To do this, an account will be given of Ditteʼs and Janniʼs, the respective initiators from the 
Trampoline House and DFUNK, perception of the café as a part of Trampoline House and 
as a place for the facilitation of a shared system of values. To frame this in an 
understandable way a brief account will be given of the early café, before DFUNK entered 
the project.  	  
According to Ditte, it seems that a relaxed atmosphere characterised the environment of the 
early café with room for impulsive and unplanned initiatives; the civic restaurant activities on 
Fridays appear to be the only well-planned activity. She further reports that before her 
arrival, a loose-structured café without any coordinator had been running for a couple of 
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months (Ditte, 2012, p. 2, Appendix 7). When she started volunteering in the café, she 
found that the loose structure had its impact on the daily operation: 
 
“Quickly I realised that one could be a volunteer, but it was also to be […] a part of the house or 
this user concept […] It was not because somebody told me but […] I realised that it was what I 
made of it. Nobody told me what I had to do, so if I had to do something, then I had to come up 
with something together with the others” (ibid., pp.. 2-3 freely translated) 
 
What Ditte portrays is that you had to define your own role in the café and furthermore one 
had to plan the activities in the café for oneself as no roles or task were assigned 
beforehand and thus the activities of the café were characterised by autonomous action. 
For example Ditte and a fellow friend often spontaneously decided to go to the Trampoline 
House in order to bake for the users without having organised or planned this activity ahead 
(ibid. p. 3). Furthermore it can be deduced that flat user-driven structure prevailed as the 
daily decision-making was made in conjunction with other volunteers and users in the café 
instead of by a coordinator that assigned tasks to the volunteers. This also reflects our 
observations from the first part of our analysis, portraying an early state of the Trampoline 
House still in the early stage of mobilising power as an opposition, hence, still at a 
considerable distance from the locus of power. 
  
However, it should be noted that even though user driven and impulsivity drove the house, 
there was a wish among several volunteers to organise the daily operations in order to be 
able to structure the opening hours and increase the user count (ibid., p. 2). Thus Ditte had 
recently become the group coordinator for the café when DFUNK first expressed interest in 
the Trampoline House and thus naturally became their contact person (ibid., p. 3). 
 
5.3.2 DFUNKʼs Approach 
When DFUNK started the collaboration with the café in the Trampoline House it was due to 
a shared ideological foundation regarding the rights of asylum seekers and thus an interest 
in creating more activities that could facilitate this issue (Janni, 2012, p. 1, Appendix 3). 
Furthermore Janni reports: 
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“I firmly believe that it was the thing with an increased user-involvement where an exchange 
between Danes, refugees, and asylum seekers took place. To get to a place where these 
practical communities existed. That was really something […] I feel one can gain from it” (ibid, 
p. 2, freely translated). 
 
With a focus on the meeting between cultures and an awareness on the importance of user-
driven aspects it can be argued that, in this sense DFUNK was not too far off from the 
general Trampoline House approach. DFUNK, however, also brought a significant amount 
of money to the café in order to reinforce its operation financially but at the same time also 
created a motivation for the café to be more economically sustainable in order to reduce the 
amount of money that the organisation should grant the café for support (ibid.). Thus it 
seems that DFUNK introduced a more organised approach to the daily operation, with one 
of the most significant initiatives being the steering group, which according to Janni is 
“necessary when there is a café that should be running every day” and as a consequence of 
this, it has been decided to make a schedule of who is at work which days (ibid., pp. 2-3). 
According to Janni it is desirable to have a more well-defined foundation of the duties 
associated with a ʻpraktikʼ. A core value, for her, is to increase the understanding of the 
responsibilities that comes with the work in the café.  
 
In this sense, it can be argued that the approach of DFUNK, to some extent, can be 
described as grounded on epistemic knowledge in the sense that their strategy is built 
around preconceived ideas about how an organisation, in this case the café, should be run. 
As such, their initiatives are not founded on concrete contextual experience in the specific 
café of the Trampoline House, but rather on some preconceived notions around the conduct 
of an organisation and, more importantly, the belief that these notions are universal.  
 
This can be illustrated by looking at the perceived ʻnaturalnessʼ of DFUNKʼs understanding 
of organising responsibility, which is desired to be taught to the asylum-seekers working in 
the café. It seems that these initiatives are put into practice because ʻit has to be doneʼ 
instead of being implemented on the basis of reflections on practical knowledge and 
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experiences from the café and its interaction with its volunteers and the rest of the 
Trampoline House. 
 
This is an issue that will be returned to when examining the effects of having a café, 
grounded on values that are believed to be natural, and thus how these ideals interact with 
the users of the Trampoline House.  
 
5.3.3 Reflections on Collaboration 
As shown above, the Trampoline House and DFUNK have approached the café project 
differently. However, they have still been able to create a foundation for the café together 
and therefore it can be deduced that the merging of their different standpoints have been a 
difficulty rather than a hindrance. As evident in the following quote, Ditte had at the time 
DFUNK entered the project, already taken on some of the values from the house. She 
reports: 
 
“It was a great challenge to find out, with DFUNK, how to [start the café] because they had their 
very organisation-minded approach […] they had an agenda and they had meetings in a certain 
way and there was a certain jargon and I could feel that I was really inspired by this user-
governing approach to it […] I got the feeling that it [DFUNKʼs approach] was more top-down” 
(Ditte, 2012, p. 4, Appendix 7, freely translated).  
 
Even though Ditte at an earlier point had expressed an interest in an increased organisation 
of the café, she clearly felt that DFUNKʼs approach conflicted with the approach initiated in 
the Trampoline House and thus it seems that she had already adopted some of the values 
of the house, e.g. the flat-structure and user-driven. In this sense Ditte had an incentive to 
externalise and reproduce the very structures of the house, when the common standpoint of 
the café had to be negotiated. An example of this is how the people from the Trampoline 
House and DFUNK, even though agreeing on more organisation, debated the position of 
the initiators of the project and agreed that it should not be ”an exclusive club”, thereby 
upholding some of the values from the Trampoline House, namely the user-driven aspects 
and the flat structure (ibid., p. 4). She reports: 
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“I felt that I had to point out the user-driven element and the flat structure because else it could 
be devoted a bit to agendas and […] steering of processes that was […] more about structures 
than about reality” (ibid., p. 5, freely translated).  
 
Janniʼs account on the collaboration bears some resemblances to Ditteʼs story in the sense 
that Janni has experienced some difficulty in the process of finding a joint standpoint. An 
example is how she explains how she had to manoeuvre with caution when approaching 
the laidback volunteer approach of the Trampoline House (Janni, 2012, p. 3, Appendix 3). 
This could very well be related to the notion that one has to define a role for oneself in the 
Trampoline House and thus has to find place for oneself in relation to the already existing 
structures.  
 
Thus it seems that the foundation of the current café is situated on the bridge between 
these two approaches; the reproduction of the already existing values in the Trampoline 
House and some external elements brought in from DFUNK. But the very fact that these 
approaches, at least to some extent, can work alongside, and that these people are able to, 
albeit with some difficulty, find a common ground for the organisation of the café tells us 
something about their background.  
 
Although the dispositions of the Danish volunteers suggests that there are different 
approaches to organisation present, it can be deduced from the process of collaboration 
that there is a shared frame of reference. This can be exemplified by looking at how there is 
an understanding of the different approaches, the groups in between, and an 
acknowledgement of their legitimacy even though another approach is preferred. In this 
sense it can be argued that the question about approach is more characterised by 
disagreements of style rather than limits of understanding.  
Thus it seems that the habitus of the initiators share some fundamental aspects. 
 
Regarding the capitals of the Trampoline House, it can be argued that the initiators are 
situated in the same game, striving for the same resources. As mentioned in the first 
chapter of the analysis, a lot of value is ascribed, on an institutionalised level, to the concept 
of organisation. This can also be discerned in the context of the café when examining the 
69	  
very debate around the different organisational approaches to the café, as it is here evident 
that the two groups have different ideas on how the café should be structured, while 
agreeing on organising being of key importance.  
Thus, it can be argued that organising is a prime example of a capital in the café, and thus a 
resource that individuals try to obtain and position themselves in accordance to. 
 
It appears that the initiators of the house reproduce the organisational capital discussed in 
the first part of the analysis, however the role of the capital has a quite different role in the 
café. Where the concept of organisation has a practical significance in the political field, 
when the house is to position itself in a game of domination and subordination, it seems that 
the concept is employed for its own sake in the café. In this sense, organisational capital 
can be regarded as a symbolic capital in the café, as it is an end in itself and thus the 
resource that people struggle to get. Thus it is not a capital because a single individual 
struggles to get it, but rather because its importance and value is emphasised throughout 
the café. In this sense there is a shared understanding on what the concept entails and 
recognition that the possession of the resource, indeed is a desirable thing. 
 
Another point to make on the collaboration is that it seems that doing something together 
facilitates a shared standpoint and agreement across the approaches. In this sense the 
disagreements to a larger extent exists on paper, or in words, than in the actual operation in 
the café, suggesting that the disagreements are more based on rhetoric and visions, rather 
than in practise (Ditte, 2012, p. 5, Appendix 7). This implies that the very fact of the café 
project being placed in the Trampoline House, facilitates a reproduction of the structures 
that already exists in the house. 
 
Furthermore we can use Bourdieuʼs idea of practise and symbolic violence to argue that the 
two parties, when working in the café, both consciously and unconsciously gain knowledge 
of the context and thus get a shared frame of reference regarding the café when they are to 
implement initiatives. In this sense it is evident that symbolic violence is ever present and 
thus not only in the conscious decision making about the café, but also when the volunteers 
work there. 
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It should here be noted that the increased agreement through time might very well be the 
result of an increased expertise regarding the café. Where Ditte reports that the first 
meetings were characterised by a disagreement based on an agenda that touched more on 
ideals than reality (ibid.). It can be deduced that the very fact of being present in the café 
and thus gathering contextual experience has facilitated the process of finding a way 
together for the two groupings. When having the Dreyfus Model in mind, it can then be 
argued that the initiators slowly are improving their skills regarding their volunteer work and 
thus become better and better at navigating in the house. In this sense, it can be argued 
that doing something together in praxis, and thus the acquiring of similar skills and 
experiences, can to some extent align the habitus of the volunteers and thus facilitate a 
shared understanding and agreement.  
 
Although it might seem trivial to pinpoint the conditions under which the different groups can 
cooperate, it is crucial to question the perceived naturalness of notions such as 
responsibility, organisation and the possibility to define a role on your own. Furthermore the 
given status of these concepts as being common denominators has to be questioned as 
well in order to critically evaluate the different approaches to the café. This has to be done 
in order to examine the meeting between the initiators of the café and the users of the 
house at a lager stage, without ascribing more legitimacy to one set of values over another.  
 
This issue of habitus versus habitus is of utmost importance to our project, as we have to 
question every preconceived idea about how these approaches can benefit the asylum 
seekers in different ways, in order to avoid the reproduction of the beliefs of the initiators 
and instead critically evaluate what is perceived as universal or natural. 
 
5.3.4 Visions of the Café 
From the visions and values in the café, it is very evident that its goal is in continuation with 
the goals of the Trampoline House:  
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“The most important [goal] is actually the meeting between Dane and a asylum seeker, it is for 
the whole house and it is too in the café. That we can meet and work together and not just work 
but also get to know each other and talk while we are on these café-shifts” (Ditte, 2012, p. 8, 
Appendix 7, freely translated). 
 
In this sense the very purpose of the café is to facilitate the purpose of the house, in the 
sense that it creates a setting where people can meet and get to know each other while 
doing something practical together.  
 
While this remains the overarching aim of the whole Trampoline House, and thus the café, a 
more specific set of values can be identified. One of these core values of both the house 
and the café is that asylum seekers, those in ʻpraktikʼ and Danish volunteers should 
maintain the daily operations of the café. In other words, the users of the house should not 
only participate in its daily operation but also be a part of the decision-making. In this sense 
it can be argued that the goal is to create a more equal atmosphere, as all kinds of cultures 
should be represented on both sides of the café counter. This notion is reinforced further by 
the initiatorsʼ wish that the people who work in the café on a voluntary basis should not only 
see themselves as workers but also as users of the house (ibid., p. 6).  
 
Another aim of the café today, is the wish to facilitate the donation-culture. However it 
seems that the naturalness of the act of donating is questionable. Ditte states: 
 
“On Fridays, when we have a civic restaurant, there is a better donation-culture because there 
are a lot of people from the outside eating and the jar for donations is passed around and it is 
more explicit that one should give money” (ibid., p. 11, freely translated). 
 
In this sense, it seems that the value ascribed to donating is something that the initiators 
have more in common with people from the surrounding society, than with the people in the 
Trampoline House and as such it can exemplify how the value ascribed to donation is not in 
any way universal. This value however is important for the initiators of the café, as it is firmly 
believed that the very act of paying for something evokes a feeling of dignity in the buyer 
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(ibid., p. 13). However it does not look like there is any reflection upon whether this is true 
for the users of the café as Ditte expresses that: 
 
“I wish that the asylum seekers wanted to pay 2 kroner because we can not say how much they 
should pay but I think there is something symbolic in the very act of paying something for what 
you get”  (ibid. p. 12, freely translated). 
 
Quite on the contrary it seems that whatever the initiators feel about the donation-culture 
must, to some extent, be true for the asylum seeker. Not because it is believed that the 
asylum seekers necessarily ascribe the same meaning to the act of donating, but rather a 
wish for it, which must be symptomatic of the belief that the initiators culture is worth 
transferring to the asylum seekers. This is also something that has been expressed through 
our diaries. Here we have encountered frustration among some of the Danish volunteers 
concerning some asylum seekers ʻlack of commitmentʼ when they were supposed to be in 
ʻpraktikʼ in the café and instead spent most of their time at the computers. Portraying how 
the Danish initiators tend to ascribe much more meaning and responsibility into practices 
where money are involved, here in the token of the bus ticket given to the people in ʻpraktikʼ, 
than perhaps some of the asylum seekers would do (diary, 25th of April 2012, pp. 36-47, 
Appendix 9). In this sense the initiators, contrary to their wish of avoiding to be an exclusive 
club, adopt some sort of privileged position in terms of values. 
 
All in all, the café is grounded on values that might seem obvious to a person from 
Denmark, however as the concepts are regarded as obvious, they can easily be 
misrecognised as universal. This might be problematic for people with different habitus as 
they might not have the necessary experiences or dispositions, required to manoeuvre in 
this specific café with a non-verbal given code of conduct. As the people in the Trampoline 
House do not necessarily reflect on this, it seems that a greater quality is ascribed to the 
initiatorsʼ own habitus, which could serve as the reason for why it seems that the people 
behind the café design the structures out of their own needs. This problematic will be the 
next step of our inquiry. 
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Sub conclusion 
From the preceding discussion we can conclude several things. First it is evident that the 
café is ideologically in line with the Trampoline House and that they share goals and 
philosophy regarding user-involvement. As this is also what connected the Trampoline 
House and DFUNK in the first place, it can be concluded that a shared frame of reference is 
present when the collaboration started. This serves as an argument for the very fact that the 
two groups were able to work together even though they had radically different approaches 
to the organisation of the café. 
Secondly, it seems that collaboration was increasingly improved by the initiators in relation 
to their engagement in the house and participating in its activities – not only as volunteers 
but also as users. Hence a shift from epistemic knowledge towards context dependent 
knowledge can be discerned. Bearing the notion in mind, that symbolic violence works most 
efficiently when it does not encounter opposition; it seems plausible that the very doing of 
things facilitates collaboration as the unconscious knowledge exchange taking place, 
creates a shared frame of reference and thus adds similar elements to the two groupsʼ 
habitus. In other words: doing something practically can be a catalyst for learning and 
understanding.  
Thirdly, and related to the last point, it seems that some of the visions and initiatives of the 
café is based on epistemic conceptions rather than contextual knowledge. Hence initiatives, 
such as donation culture and the value ascribed to it, are believed to be universal and 
something people can relate to, regardless of their background. In this it can be deduced 
that reflexivity is not practised by the initiators in regards to their preferred ways of 
organising. 
 
 
5.4 The Café in Practice  
 
In this part of the analysis we will direct our attention to the practical experiences of the 
café, by utilising both an insider and outsider view of the cafe. Here integrating the 
perspective of the asylum seekers in ʻpraktikʼ, and placing these in relation to the 
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perspectives of people not a part of, but in contact with the café as a group. We will hereby 
draw lines between the ʻobjectiveʼ structures presented through the first parts of both 
working question 1 and 3 to further elaborate on the subjective experiences of these. 
 
5.4.1 The Insider View of ʻPraktikʼ 
As was noticed in the end of previous chapter, there seemed to be a predominant emphasis 
on organisational values within the cafe. It therefore becomes very interesting to appraise 
what kind of narratives this gives rise to from the people doing ʻpraktikʼ within the cafe. Also 
to appraise the symbolic violence exercised through the organisational structures of the 
cafe.  
 
When we spoke with some of the people doing ʻpraktikʼ within the cafe, many of them 
expressed, as portrayed in the second chapter of analysis, how the atmosphere within the 
camps were passivising and that one had very little to occupy oneself and ones thoughts 
with there (Ivan, 2012, p. 2, Appendix 2). From one of these interviews, Ismail; an asylum 
seeker currently living in the refugee camp of Avnstrup and doing ʻpraktikʼ in the cafe, told 
us that: 
 
“So if get 'praktik' its lucky because really you have to go outside [the camps] and come back, 
you have to lose from yourself a little bit stress.” (Ismail, 2012, p. 1, Appendix 8, freely 
translated). 
 
The quote illustrates how Ismail enjoys doing ʻpraktikʼ within the café, it also shows sme 
reverberation to some of our diaries where Ismail expresses that he does not care whether 
he receives money for it or not, because the mere act of coming in the house, meeting with 
friends, helps him to “forget about his situation for a while” (diary, 26th of April, p. 40, 
Appendix 9). As mentioned, Ismail is currently in phase 3 and placed under the ʻmotivatingʼ 
measurements of the juridical system. So despite having been cut 700 DKK in allowance 
Ismail still experience that he gains from other capitals in the house, which again can be 
related to the houseʼs policy, the ʼpay-what-you-canʼ principle. 
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Doing something practical together within the café is hence experienced by Ismail as an 
element that helps the asylum seekers to escape from the more fixed position of being an 
asylum seeker within the social arena of refugee camps. The social reality of the refugee 
camps can hence, as was also emphasised in our second chapter of analysis, be ascribed 
a motivating factor that encourages the asylum seekers to become more active within the 
cafe. This motivating factor, as described by Ismail, is not located in relation to an economic 
rationality, but has a much more social emphasis. The strength of the ʻpraktikʼ within the 
café, hence, seems to be its accumulation of social capital.  
 
Even though the asylum seekers background in the camps can be ascribed some part of 
the reason for them becoming more active within the café, it would be misleading to think 
that this was the whole story. Here the social arena of the cafe also has to be taken into 
consideration. 
 
When relating to his encounter with the more organisational aspects of ʻpraktikʼ within the 
cafe, Ismail explains that: 
 
 “Itʼs not too hard [to get praktik], but youʼre supposed to show up yourself before the praktik 
often, and then they will know, and they will know you and what you do in the house. And they 
will give you an opportunity in praktik [….] And today now you see me in the kitchen also, I 
have some experience, I have working in kitchen a lot” (Ismail, 2012, p. 1, Appendix 8).  
 
To become a part of the café, hence, requires an active role of the asylum seekers to seek 
out the opportunity him or herself. Something already established due to their experience of 
the situation within the refugee camps. It also seems as if the condition for the 
organisational framework, as proposed by the steering group the café of the house and the 
way it emphasises the various capitals, in particular social capital, here also play a powerful 
role in the integration of the asylum seekers. Forging a social arena that seems to direct its 
users in a certain direction. This is also something further portrayed in another part of the 
interview with Ismail: 
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”It's not only praktik you come here and do. I know many people who comes here just as guests 
who wants to know get friends with some new people. Many people come for that reason. And 
some of them really, also serve praktik, even if you only get praktik two hours, you will stay for 
four hours” (ibid.). 
 
Ismail points out that some of the people who not necessarily want to play an active part in 
the house, end up doing something practical anyway, because it is so internalised in the 
daily practise of the house to do so. 
 
This experience of being dragged into the practical aspects of the house is also something 
that can be backed from some of our own general experiences within the house: 
 
”My own reason for also emerging myself more into the house and its practices, arose from an 
ambivalent feeling the first day in the conception of observing from a distance. It felt very weird 
to embody a more or less absent role when being there and I experienced that people around 
me also seemed to act with uncertainty. It is especially strange when there is not that many in 
the house” (diary, 2nd of March, p. 13, Appendix 10).	  
 
It seems to be evident that there in the café exists a strong liberal value emphasising the 
empowerment of asylum seekers and volunteers. This symbolic capital nonetheless does 
not seem, by the asylum seekers, to be something that ought to be questioned or reflected 
upon. Instead it to a larger extent turns into their own perception and mode of being. It 
portrays how the ʻpraktikʼ of the café facilitates symbolic violence, internalising values on a 
more unconscious level through practice. It opens up for Bourdieuʼs notions of knowledge 
also taking the form of embodied knowledge. Non-discursive practices can hence also be 
perceived as communication, or as an imprint of values. Social capital can, if experienced 
naturally and accompanied by practice, be argued to circumscribe the resistance of the 
more logically faculties of peopleʼs habitus. Furthermore making the imprint of knowledge 
much more ʻdeepʼ, so that what people refer to is the embodied knowledge, impossible to 
capture analytically, which gives birth to the experience of there being something 
ʼessentially trueʼ within ones own interiority. Hence, an ʻessenceʼ not universal but an 
embodied mode of knowledge stemming from ones historical context.  
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It seems as if there exist a quite harmonious culture within the group of the café. 
Nonetheless, not all of the practices within the café are experienced as natural by all of the 
users within the house.  
 
5.4.2 The Outsider View of the Café 
As portrayed in the 3rd analytical chapter, the opening hours of the cafe had been set from 
3 to 7 pm. Through our diaries we have nonetheless experienced some confusion about this 
particular theme. There seems to be a self-service culture among the users of the house, 
which especially expresses itself in the timeframe between 2 and 3 pm. Here ”people are 
heading to the kitchen and the table in front of the café to grab their beverages” (diary, 1st of 
March 2012, p. 10, Appendix 9, freely translated).  This is something the steering group 
would like to avoid in the future (ibid.).  A volunteer of the steering group expresses, that it is 
frustrating to experience how some of the users just walk into the kitchen and takes what 
they need for themselves. Thereby ascribing the role of the cafe the social responsibility for 
serving and providing of commodities. What it also portrays is the existence of quite 
different practices within the house.  
 
This also expresses itself in one of our diaries where around 2.30 pm: 
 
“Some users of the house, new I suppose, ask Morten for coffee several times. He is clearly confused 
by the fact that the café is not open yet and asks for coffee in the kitchen, only to find (or realise) that it 
is not open yet” (ibid.).  
 
Hence, it seems evident that there exists a culture in the house that is not all accustomed of 
having a cafe in charge of serving beverages. Especially when it is not open from when the 
Trampoline House opens at 2 pm. The confusion could be countered merely by improving 
the communication between the café and the house. This nonetheless also turns into a 
conflict because the cafe has begun to identify itself with the responsibility of serving 
beverages, and that this, hence, belongs to the practices located within the framework 
outlined by the café itself. It portrays how the conceptual modes that human beings use to 
understand the social reality external to them, also creates distinctions about what is 
legitimate and what is not within this constructed and conceptual framework. This is another 
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element that calls for reflection in order to question the presuppositions following the 
increased organising of the café. 
 
When some of us were introduced to the routines of the cafe, participating as volunteers, 
we were told that it was okay to close the shutters in front of the cafe and tell the users that 
they would have to wait, and be able to pick up bread and make everything ready and 
presentable for 3 pm (diary, 25th of April 2012, p. 36, Appendix 9).  
 
A couple of times we did also experience that the door into the café had been locked (diary, 
2012, p. 19, Appendix 9). A specific incident can be mentioned where a user entered the 
cafe while Ivan was doing his ʻpraktikʼ within the cafe, telling him that the café first opened 
at 3 pm and that the user therefore ”had to wait until then to get the coffee and tea. The 
[user] said ok, but you could see that he was a bit confused about the concept.” (diary, 21st 
of March 2012, p. 27, Appendix 9). 
 
Here it is evident how the caféʼs measure of legitimising its boundaries and therefore also 
responsibility, has become so internalised that it is not expressed by the initiators but also 
through the persons doing ʻpraktikʼ. Hence reproducing the café as a slightly distinct 
subgroup or subculture of the house, all together affecting the overall rhythm within the 
Trampoline House. In this there is a risk of establishing two more or less separate 
organisational cultures or practices within the Trampoline House due to different modes of 
exercising symbolic violence.  
 
In order to get a more solid grip upon what kind of dynamics the café constitute in relation to 
the rhythm of the Trampoline House, we here wish to dedicate our time and focus on a 
more particular case in order to get more in depth with this phenomenon in relation to 
human learning. 
 
5.4.3 Modes of Human Learning 
In the Trampoline House we have come to know many of the people playing a particular 
role within the house. One of these is an Iraqi guy called Bashir. Bashir invests a lot of his 
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time, especially every Friday and Tuesday making food and coffee and have been in the 
house for some time now. He is thus a person that is not a direct member of the café group, 
but still an active user of the Trampoline House, who has daily encounters with the café and 
the people volunteering. He is therefore an interesting person to use in our further appraisal 
of the encounter between the more organisational framework of the cafe and the more 
autonomous elements also present within the user driven platform of the Trampoline House. 
 
Bashir has a quite peculiar way of relating and identifying himself with the house. “I have 
told you many times before that it is like being with my family, brother and sister, father and 
mother” (Bashir, 2012, p. 9, Appendix 6, freely translated). Here he is positioning himself in 
accordance with the ideal of the Trampoline House of meeting everybody equally within the 
house. At the same time it is also an approach that seems to empower his own 
engagement within the house, because as he says “I become very happy when I make this, 
because it comes from my heart” (ibid.). It nonetheless does not reveal much reflection 
upon whether his own dispositions are universal, e.g. whether or not these are applicable 
and desirable for everybody else. 
 
From his conceptualisation of the house as his family also derives a certain logic concerning 
mutual responsibility. “If I do something wrong, then you have to say it […] and correct me 
[…] the others have to be my mirror if I do something wrong” (ibid.). It is hence a more 
contextual ethical way of relating to the social.  
 
For Bashir there is a very sharp line between voluntary work and ordinary work.  In this he 
is quite outspoken on how people in different power relations position themselves in relation 
to each other. For Bashir it is important that users and volunteers are aware of not treating 
the person in front of you neither as waiter nor customer.  
 
“There should not be one who has the power and gives commands, because this is not real 
work […] If I come myself and make it then it is good, I give you something good, but if I feel 
under pressure and they say ʻyou mustʼ, […] I do not earn money so then you have to give me 
money if I am to make it“ (ibid., p. 12, freely translated). 
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This way of positioning oneself especially becomes a concern when considering how the 
café has been portrayed to position itself within the Trampoline House. Because, and as 
already touched upon, within the historical conception of what it means to run a café lies 
certain roles and dispositions that actors can obtain and practice unconsciously. These two 
approaches within the Trampoline House can therefore very easily give birth to clashes 
between individual truths or dispositions. 
 
In relation to the café Bashir generally expresses great enthusiasm for its volunteers. 
Following the just portrayed dispositions of Bashir, he sees that the caféʼs organisational 
responsibility extends only as far as setting up time schedules and figuring out what people 
would like to do. Especially this element of letting the organisational structure be driven by 
whatever people would like to do, is something that is paramount for Bashir (ibid.). 
 
Many of these autonomous user driven aspects, expressed through Bashir, has some clear 
reverberation to our conception of modern phronesis as a contextual ethical and 
deliberative practice. It has a surprising liberal focus on the individualʼs healthy will to create 
and produce, and that these actions, and their outcome, have something almost 
universalistic and automatically good attached to them. Again portraying the symbolic 
capital of the Trampoline House, detected both in people outside and inside the café. It tells 
us that ideally speaking the house has integrated and exerted its symbolic violence 
successfully upon its users. This again indicates that it must be something else than the 
endeavour of optimising the social activity within the house that serve as ʻfoodʼ for conflicts.  
 
Bashirʼs own intuitive head-on approach, in externalising his dispositions, can beneficially 
be appraised in relation to the Dreyfus model on human expertise and learning. Here 
Bashirʼs level of expertise in the kitchen can be described similar to what occurs on the 
expert level. He does not need elaborate conceptual outlines of how to be in the kitchen, in 
order to act, be engaged, and engage others in the kitchen. It hence also portrays his 
engagement in the kitchen as an expression of extensive experience (Ditte, 2012, p. 18, 
Appendix 7). 
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Bashir has experienced some conflicts with the way the café has been run and organised. 
He has expressed that he sometimes have felt instructed and commanded to do certain 
things, which for him absolutely is missing the point and overstepping the boundaries of the 
cafe. On the basis of his own dispositions he fears that this further will keep people from 
coming in the café.  
 
The Danish girl from the steering group, Ditte, told us that she had tried to talk with Bashir a 
couple of time saying that: 
 
 “[…] we actually have this framework which we have written down and printed out, so that 
everybody can see them, and it is not rules but merely some perimeters that ensures that all of 
us are able to be here and everybody understand in what way we have to be here, and these I 
think you ought to know […] but it is perhaps not always that it is absorbed, taken in or taken 
serious, and it is not because… that it is out of a bad intention but it is again this gap in 
communication around how one understand how to organise” (Ditte, 2012, p. 17, Appendix 7, 
freely translated).  
 
This quote once again seem to portray what already have been argued, that there is a 
tendency from the people organising the café to lean towards a more epistemic approach in 
its way of conceptually organising the social reality of the house.  Despite emphasising that 
the organisational framework is not to be understood as deterministic rules, it is still evident 
that a strong wish exists to incorporate Bashir into these ways of organising.  
 
“And a character as Bashir, he is really fantastic and it is really emerging oneself into the 
house, standing there cooking, engaging five other people in chopping and such, right? But this 
energy that is created, I would so much like incorporate this into the group, and not just be 
expressed as a […] kind of freelancer with his own café […] where one does not quite identify 
oneself with that; ʻwhat I do I do on behalf of the café, instead one perhaps do this on behalf of 
oneself because one gets the idea that it is a good thing to do […] and this I find very difficult” 
(Ditte, 2012, p. 17-18, Appendix 7, freely translated).  
 
Contrary to the above mentioned quote, where Ditte expresses the café as a somewhat 
exclusive club, she at the same reveal elements of reflexivity. As a result of our interview, 
Ditte expressed how it had made her reflect upon the meeting between the organizational 
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structures and the users, where she expresses a similar concern as uttered by Bashir. “I 
can feel that I am a bit afraid […] that these implemented structures […] in some way keep 
the people doing praktik, from the asylum centres, from showing up” (Ditte, 2012, p. 7, 
Appendix 7, freely translated). 
 
Through this quote it seems that Ditte objectivates her relation to the volunteers and thus 
questions the ʻperceived naturalnessʼ of her own approach to the café. In this sense it can 
be argued that she points the analytical canons towards herself and hence reflects upon to 
which extent, and for whom, the structures of the café are desirable, Hence an ethical 
direction can be discerned and thus it seems that Ditte has adopted some contextual, 
phronetic knowledge in her thoughts upon the practices in the café. 
 
A beneficial way of conceptualising this encounter between the caféʼs organisational- and 
the houseʼs more autonomous ideals are by appraising Bashir and Ditteʼs narratives 
through the use of Bourdieuʼs concept of habitus. Both cases reveal quite different 
preconceptions and hence ways of understanding the social arena external to themselves, 
e.g. as portrayed in the example above, where the identification with the café and its role, 
turned Bashirʼs actions into something not in its right place, when sited external to the 
preconceptional perimeters of the café.  The different modes of identification, located 
between the café forming a kind of subgroup and Bashirʼs, with his broader identification 
with the whole house as his family, does constitute potential discursive elements prone to 
conflicts. 
 
From the Dreyfus model we get a further insight into why it can be difficult and annoying for 
Bashir to relate to a decontextualised framework that does not necessarily reflect his own 
habitus. It seems to interfere with his more intuitive ways of reasoning and performing, 
forcing him down on a lower performative level of human activity in accordance with the 
Dreyfus model. 
 
Returning to the argumentation brought earlier in the first part of this chapter, concerning 
the processes through which the people in ʻpraktikʼ internalised the empowering endeavour 
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stated by the house. Here considering how practical work, when experienced as a ʻnaturalʼ 
social phenomenon, constituted a non-logical, non-discursive transfer of embodied 
knowledge to the people involved.  
 
In relation to the asylum seekers coming in the Trampoline House it can be argued that 
Bashir, with his Arabic background, through his activities creates a setting that by many of 
the Arabic asylum seekers are experienced as a more ʻnaturalʼ practice.  
 
Bashirʼs presence is therefore of high value for the house, in the sense that he operates on 
a high level of expertise, and through practice unconsciously infer a powerful, ideological, 
and ethical direction for the further reproduction and legitimisation of the house within the 
political field.  
 
When appraising the café and Ditteʼs more systematic approach, one should not 
underestimate the historical legacy of epistemic decontextualised knowledge and theories 
and how these has affected especially academic western dispositions, so that it potentially 
can be an explanation for why it especially is Danish students that constitute this segment 
of the user driven element within the café.  
 
In relation to the Dreyfus model, the structured and conceptual outline of the café can also 
be appraised as being an important tool for incorporating unskilled people into the café. 
Taking also the novice actor into consideration. The value of this is that it creates an open 
access for participating within the café and eventually moulds people for the continual more 
practical reproduction of the house, as portrayed in the first part of this working question. 
 
These valuable dispositions within the house clashes because each tries to incorporate the 
other into their own approaches to the social arena. 
 
In both cases there seems to be a lack of reflexivity when it comes to asking oneself the 
question ʻfor whom and why this is beneficial?ʼ, i.e. questioning ones own disposition or 
habitus. It thus result in communicative confusion on both sides because they fail to see the 
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others behaviour as an expression of that persons own disposition.  An integration of this 
mode of reflection within the work of the café could presumably give way for a more broad 
spectra and understanding of actors. So instead of having two clashing user driven modes 
of human learning, then be able to have both aspects represented simultaneously, because 
they both seem to have an important role to play for the future practical and cultural 
reproduction of the Trampoline House.  
 
It also exemplifies that there despite the user driven ʻflatʼ structure of the house, exists a 
continual process of power struggles between different dispositions within the house. We 
have seen, as expressed through the café, how dispositions have crystalised over time. The 
strength of the epistemic concept of something being ʻuser drivenʼ is perhaps its historical 
preconception concerning equality, provoking the actors joining under its banner to question 
their own superiority. Reflexivity is hence paramount for the user driven project to succeed 
itself.   
 
Sub-conclusion  
When we in this part of the analytical chapter, aimed to appraise which dynamics this 
increased organisational and political development of the house brought with it, we primarily 
encountered a quite clear internalisation of the values of the Trampoline House expressed 
within the social arena of the café. Here the Trampoline Houseʼs liberal focus on 
empowerment and revival of healthy active individuals is also expressed by one of the users 
in ʻpraktikʼ, describing how it helped him to get rid of stress. In our analysis we portrayed 
how this could be beneficiary appraised in relation to Bourdieuʼs own notion on how 
knowledge also has an embodied and unconscious side attached to it. This gave way for 
appraising the process through which the sequence of internalisation unfolded. Here the 
strong concentration of liberal values within the social capital accompanying the practices, 
located within the café, were internalised in such a manner that also helped shape some of 
the more unconscious bodily modes of people in ʻpraktikʼsʼ ways of being. This was 
especially expressed through the ways they related to themselves and their situation, 
expressing the liberal endeavour of the house as their own. It nonetheless revealed that no 
reflexive breaks occurred during this process from the asylum seekers side, but that the 
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perceived naturalness of the practical experience constituted a crucial element in the 
effective and painless induction of the houseʼs liberal values. Here the social reality of the 
refugee camps served as a further motivator in this sequence.  
 
Even though the symbolic violence exercised by the café to a large extent is a reproduction 
of that of the house, the caféʼs ways of encircling their realm of responsibility, aspires to 
form a sub-group/culture within the café that unwillingly entails dynamics that lean towards 
the exclusion of asylum seekers not in ʻpraktikʼ.  
This is nonetheless something that some of the people in the steering group has expressed 
some reflection upon, but still have not executed successfully in practise. 
 
Furthermore we encountered how conflicts also arose due to clashes between different 
modes of human learning and expertise. The novice framework of the café was interpreted 
as demanding and counteracting rules by actors with more experience and operating on a 
somewhat higher level of expertise. The more epistemic unstructured and intuitive 
approach, as portrayed at the expert level of the Dreyfus model, were due to its resistance 
against a more epistemic approach interpreted by some of the organisers of the café as 
expressing a more selfish approach. Both positions failing to see the common internalised 
liberal values that both of their actions derive from. Portraying an area where reflexivity can 
be presumed to have positive a outcome in relation to the ethical experience of the people 
operating in the context of the café. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
86	  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
6. Conclusion  
In order to answer our problem formulation it has been necessary to go through several 
analytical steps. More specifically, these steps have served to contextualise the practical 
encounter, by moving from a demarcation of the objective structures in the dominating field 
towards an analysis of how these are subjectively reproduced. 
 
Firstly, our analytical findings have taken a point of departure in the investigation of the 
Trampoline Houseʼ relation to its dominating field. We have done this in order to understand 
the incentives behind the creation of a social arena wherein a practical encounter is 
encouraged. In doing so we have discerned a turn of events since the Trampoline House 
initially entered the political field, where the house initially found themselves subordinated, 
surrendering to the full domination of the symptomatic juridical outcome that conserved a 
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greater dominating attitude within the field. When following the development of the house up 
until today the Trampoline Houseʼs implicit participation in the struggle for power has 
changed in character into an explicit one where organisational capital has been a significant 
capital called upon to increase their power in relation to other agents in the field.  
Thus in order to have a more powerful position in the field, the house has increasingly 
integrated the political horizon into their organisational structures. It can therefore be argued 
that a gaining of organisational capital within the political field, leads to increased 
organisational structures and hence an increased politicisation of the Trampoline House. 
 
Hereto it can be concluded that the organisational values of the Trampoline House have to 
some degree, been internalised by the different agents at play in the house. In this sense 
the cultural hodgepodge practiced in the house, is an expression of an internalisation and 
reproduction of the democratic values of the house, leaving space for a practice of the users 
preceding cultural backgrounds. This leads us to the point that the internal agents of the 
house exercise symbolic violence upon each other in a manner, made possible by the 
perceived legitimacy of the core values of the house, which facilitate a mutual 
understanding. 
 
In order to obtain a contextual and more precise description of the relationship between 
practical work and integration, we chose to approach the logic of human activity as 
expressed within the demarcation of the café.  
The portrayed values internalised by the users of the house, became a platform from where 
we could appraise the role and influence of organisational ideals as expressed through the 
collaboration between DFUNK and the Trampoline House. Here ʻpraktikʼ explicitly portrays 
the practical encounter while at the same time being a symptom of the houseʼs 
accumulation of organisational capital. 
 
From appraising the merger between the values of the house and DFUNK we have found 
that DFUNKʼs ideological values are in line with the those of the Trampoline House and thus 
portray a similar set of cultural dispositions. As these the two organisations have, in line 
with their practical engagement, moved from a highly epistemic based knowledge towards a 
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more context dependent knowledge, which has improved the collaboration within the 
steering group. However we have shown that the framework established by this group, 
through ʻpraktikʼ, accommodates human learning for people situated on a more novice level 
of human expertise. This has to a large extent succeeded in reproducing the core values of 
the Trampoline House through the people in ʻpraktikʼ. Nonetheless, as a consequence of 
the increased demarcation of the café, we have at the same time, in our analysis, detected 
early symptoms of the exclusion of users not associated in particular with the café. 
 
In other words this portrays the duality within the scope of the café, as the epistemic 
structuring of empowerment in some few cases counteract the core values of the house. 
The unfolding of our analytical steps has enabled us in a more direct manner answer our 
problem formulation while both taking into account the subjective experience in the context 
while incorporating a more structural and analytical element in the appraisal of the overall 
dynamics.  
 
On an intersubjective level the practical encounter, within the Trampoline House, is 
desirable due to the mutual consensus that something useful and ethical is gained. 
Additionally we can, based on our analysis, conclude that the meeting between different 
cultural dispositions for the initiators is desirable when it directs them towards reflexivity and 
the questioning of their own habitus.  
Finally the painless and embodied knowledge-exchange, related to the practical encounter, 
facilitates symbolic violence, and we can in this sense conclude that the practical encounter 
is indeed a desirable, however not unproblematic, approach in order to succeed in mutual 
integration and learning. 
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7. Ethical and normative recommendations 
In relation to our own normative and ethical considerations entailed in Phronetic Research, 
an important element to follow up on is our endeavour and concern of letting the knowledge 
that we have produce become a part of the dialogue within the context of our enquiry. We 
here therefore intend to present a set of recommendations in relation to the practices within 
the Trampoline House. 
 
To begin with, it is for us of utmost importance that the users taking initiatives keep in mind 
that they themselves as well can be a part of reproducing the oppressive experiences of 
being an asylum seeker. This should not be an element that kept one from being actively 
engaged in the practices of ones daily encounters, but merely be a critical voice lurking in 
the back of ones head, reminding oneself about ones historical position. 
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Based on our analytical findings, concerning the problematic of perceiving epistemic 
conceptions as essential or universal, it could be beneficial for the café to integrate an 
increased reflexivity upon their own ways of organising. This could potentially contribute to a 
more reflexive way of interacting with other people; it would portray that what the other was 
communicating more was an expression of his own dispositions, while keeping in mind that 
the observerʼs own dispositions in no way was any less or more worth than the others, 
despite quite different approaches. This reflexivity is of importance so that one would not 
personally be offended in particular circumstances. Here the cafeʼs ways of reasoning about 
itself also had to be appraised for its more isolating elements within the Trampoline House, 
interpreting actors, external to their self perceived area of responsibility, in a negative way. 
 
On a more general level more communication between the café and the house would be 
beneficial. What is more important is doing something practical together when it seems to 
encourage to reflexivity. 
 
The advocacy of reflexivity nonetheless place us as researchers in a somewhat dilemma 
when it comes to portraying our findings in the dialogue with the Trampoline House. Here 
one could easily get the impression that one was being manipulated and oppressed. Should 
this knowledge therefore be shared with the users of the house it paramount to go beyond 
the question of manipulation as practiced consciously by individuals but rather expressed as 
symptom of history. Here it is important to keep in mind that the more liberal ethos of our 
times is not universal, because it enables one to keep a more critical approach to the social 
practices within society. At the same time one would have to overcome the conception of 
the liberal ethos in order to surpass to something more true or morally correct, when this 
again would be a symptom of the belief in something universal. If this could be conveyed for 
the users of the house there would be a bigger chance for them to become further 
empowered and not feel oppressed by neither the Trampoline House nor history, when 
history in its last instance would be what made us feel oppressed.  
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8. Afterthoughts 
At last we will dedicate our afterthoughts to a reflection on how this project is placed in a 
greater pool of knowledge, which we at first has been directed by but hopefully also are 
influencing by providing this piece of research. 
This reflection was left out from the project in general as we evaluated that we had some 
time limitation to actually make use of an involvement of similar research. In this sense 
meaning that we may have been able to formulate a specific chapter outlining relevant 
research, however such a chapter oblige to also incorporate them in the analysis. The latter 
was assessed to be a bite off more than we could chew in respect to how far in the process 
we were when realising the benefits of such a reflexive incorporation. 
Such a reflection would have been beneficial in order to fully expose our private universe as 
researchers, by addressing our own position within the scientific field of social science. 
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By this meaning that our research is neither objective nor autonomous from preceding 
scientific knowledge written by others as well as our selves. 
This may for instance be expressed in our choice of methods, theory and in particular data 
collection, which has helped us to continuously address our own dispositions.  
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